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INEQUALITY IN SCHOOL FINANCE

<

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 21, 1971
U.S. Sename

Sernct CoMMITTEE ON
Iiquar EpucatroNar, OrrorTuNITY
Washington, D.C.

The Select Committee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 1114
New Senate Office Building, Hon. Walter I, Mondale, chairman o
the committee, presiding.

Present : Senators Mondale and Hatfield.

Staff members present: William C. Smith, staff director and gen-
ernl counsel; Donn Mitchell, professional staff; and Leonard Strick-
man, minority counsel.

OrENING STarEMENT oF SENATOR Monnark, CliaiRdaAN

Senator Moxnare. The hearing will come to order.

This morning we begin heavings on inequalities in the financing of
public elementary and secondary schools,

On August 30 the Supreme Court of California handed down what
is probabTy the most significant and potentially far-reaching decision
in education law since Srown versus Board o{ Lducation in 1954,

The California decision is ionrtant both for the constitutional
rights it established and because, I think, it marks the beginning of &
new era in our Nation’s efforts to provicie quality education for mil-
lions of disadvantaged children.

The right to an education in our public schools is a fundamental interest
which cannot be conditioned on wealth . . . the Californin public school financ-
ing system conditions full entitleinent to such interest on wealth, cinssifying
its recipients on the bnsis of their collectlve afliuence and malkes the quality of
a child’s education depend upon the resources of hig school district and ulti-
mately upon the pocketbook of his parents . . . this funding scheme invidiously
diseriminates ngainst the poor because it makes the quality of & child’s educa-
tion a function of the wealth of s parents and neighbovs,

The California decision comes at a time of financial crisis in educa-
tion—a crisis which hasresulted in the dismissal of thousands of teach-
ers, administrators, and other school personnel, Many school districts
have liad to eliminate programs in musie, physical education, and art.
Kindergarten classes, school libraries, and cafeterins have been closed.
Other school systems face the prospect of closing down for weeks or
months this school year. .

Perhaps more important, the California decision has brought to the
surface what many educators and observers have known for a long
time. The inequalifics in resources and expenditures among school dis-
tricts in almost every State are so widespread and extreme as to insure
that quality education is simply unavailable in poor school districts.

(6601)
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Low or $213 1o Hicux or $14,554

According to one report, public school expenditures in the Nation’s
18,000 school districts range from a low of $213 per pupil to & high of
$14.,554, The facts which led to the California decision are both reveal-
ing and typical. Assessed property evaluation per pupil in California
scﬁoo] districts range from a low of $103 to a high of $952,156. Per
pupil expenditures range from a low of $407 to a high of $2,586, a ratio
of more than 6 to 1. This, despite the fact that California,as do most
States, has a State financing system specifically designed to equalize
expenditures by supplementing revenues available to school districts
with low tax bases. » .

In terms of the extremes found in the 50 States it is not uncommon
to find schools -with the highest expenditures per pupil spending five
or six times as much as schools with the lowest expenditures per pupil.

Nor are these inequities confined to per pupil expenditures within
States. Average expenditures among the 50 States range from lows of
$463 in Alabama and $495 in Mississippi to highs of $1,380 in Alaska
and $1,245 in New. York. = .
At these hearings we will explore a range of school finance problems
beginning with the condition of near-bankruptey faced by many school
districts. We will hear about the discriminatory eflées of local property
taxes, disparities in school resources—both within and among school
districts—the fuilure of State financing systems to overcome these in-
¢qualities, and the role of Federal:aid to education programs—swhich
often serve to compound inequalities already present.

Finally, we will examine .xemedies and reforms, which might be
undertaken at the State and Federal levels through both legislation and
judicial action. ..~ 0 0 0 0 L

At the conclusion of these, and other hearings, our committee should
be in a position to recommend, legislation which will serve both to in-
crease t]lm Federal resowrces available to.local school districts, and pro-
vide the incentives necessary for the reform of school finanuce systems
in every State. [ , '

Without prejudging the outcome of these discussions it seemns to me
that two principles ought to guidé our deliberations on these issues.

First, I believe expenditnres on.education ought to be based on the
needs of schoolchildren and not on the accidents of birth norresidence.
This will require a reversal of present inequalities so that children
from disndvantaged familics receive not just comparable educational
services; but, the resources necessary to overcome the adverse effects
of disadyantage, and to enable them to perform in school to the best
of their abilities. P ' L

Second, it seems, clear that the States and the Federal Government
must, together, assume the major burden in financing education.: That
means Federal aid of a magnitude much greater than.the 7 percent of
educational expenditures now provided from Washington. The need
for massive Federal general aid to education.is clear. It is time the
Congress began to seriously debate the form which that aid should
take; and, declare, #s a matter of national policy and national priority,
that every Americon schoolchild has a fundamental right to quality,

education, and to the resources necessary to achieve that goal.
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‘ We are privileged this morning to have two school superintendents i
who are in the front lines trying to fight this problem without the :

resources that they need.

‘We will begin with Dr. Mark Shedd, superintendent of schools,
Philadel hia,'i)a., and then Dr. Robert Blanchard, superintendent of
the Portland public schools system in Portland, Oreg.

I£ both of you will come to the witness table. Dr. Shedd, we are de-

lighted to have you here with us this morning. :
You may proceed.

STATEMENT OF DR. MARK R. SHEDD, SUPERINTENDENT OF i
| SCHOOLS, PHILADELPHIA, PA. f

Dr. Suxero. Thank you very much, Senator Mondale.
, T expres; on my own behalf and on behalf of the board of education
g my sincere appreciation for the opportunity to present testimony be-
i fore this distinguished committee. Since one o% our collengues who
¢ was scheduled to be here will not be here, I will presume on the com-
mittee’s time to do what I hadn’t planned to do, and that is to go
; through most of the written, prepared testimony. : ‘
Senator MonpaLE, By all means. I have l'eng both your statements.
They are excellent. I wish you would do that, and then we can ask
g questions. - .
7 ‘Dr. Sueop. Thank you, sir. I would like to get right to the point.
Senator Moxpare. ‘That would be revolutionary around here.
f Dr. Stepp. The urban schools of this country are dying. They are
: dying from financial strangulation, and if the Federal Government
doesn’t do something about it—something more than pious, ie-in-the-
sky pronouncements about what might be done, or could be done some-
! time in the far-distant futurc—there won’t be, in the words of one
7 famous American, any urban public school systems left to kick around
} any more, ' . ) vl s
fcertainly don’t mean to joke about the situation, because I'm boing
extremely serious when I say, gentlemen, that riglit now you have a
choice between sipporting education in the Nation’s great cities today
with relatively mo'gest' sums of Federal funds, or of pouring infinitely
greater sums of money into a olice State tomorrow. - ARSI
Now, obviously, that is a dire prediction, and you may tend to dis-
count it as an exzggeration-—many persons do—but I invite any of you:
to tour aity of the urban ghettos and the ghetto schools ofthis Na-
tion ; talk to the kids and to their parents, and to walk through mile
upon miie of blight, littered not only with decaying buildings but with
uneducated, uneniployed people who simply have lost hope. "
Public education has always met the challenge of educating the
ohetto dweller as he migrated to the big city in gearch of a new life.
Tt wasn't too long ago that the Irish, the Italians, the Jews, the
Polish and many others came to the urban ghettos of this Nation
and turned to the local schools for an education ; and, each in his turn
received that education, despite the same constraints of illitéracy and
poverty that exist in the ghetto today.
The difference now is that today the urban schools are being forced
to cut so deeply into their instructional programs due to a lack of

IR £ T I T N,
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funds, that they now fail to meet even the most basic needs of a
quality education, I'd like to repeat that: The public schools in the
big cities of this Nation, including Philadelphia, don’t have the money
nor the stafl to provide cven a basic edv-ation for all of their pupils.

Senator MonpaLe. What is yov ..« pupil expenditure in
Philadelphia?

Dr. Surop. During the current year, it's approximately $900.

Senator Monpare. Do you have an estimate of what 1t would cost
to provide minimum, basic quality education, per pupil?

Dr. Surnn. 1f you take into account what afltuent suburban, essen-
tially unracial communities spend on the education of their youth, and
consider the problems of educating urban youth, I would say & mini-
mum estimate would be double what we are now spending.

Senator Monparr. About $1,300 ¢

Dr. Surenp, $1,300 to $2,000.

Whereas previously we have served the interest, the educational
interest welF, of other ethnic and national groups coming into the
cities, it’s now the blacks, the current ghetto dwellers of the big cities
who are caught up in this failure of the Nation’s urban public schools.
We didn’t give up on all the other various ethnic groups that preceded
the blacks in the ghettos, and I am asking the question today: Are we
prepared to give up on the blacks?

Let me just describe. hriefly, what a ghetto school is really like, using
one of oursin Philadelphia as an example:

Unless you have visited such a school and seen firsthand the condi-
tions with which students and teachers have to contend, you can’t
know their frustration and depression.

Here are some facts about one such school in North Philadelphia.
The school was constructed hefore 1905 and is nonfire resistant. It’s old
and dilapidated. It's a firetrap.

The school has none of the modern facilities built into the newer
schools. There’s no cafeteria. which means no School Lunch Program.
There’s no auditorium which means no assembly programs.

There’s no gymnasium and. therefore, no organized physical edu-
cation program. The best the kids can hope for.is a little exercise in
the basement near the boiler and the furnace, or perhaps in the yard
when the weather’s nice. ,

The heating system is deficient. Some of the classrooms are consist-
ently around 50 degrees, all winter long. Children dress in coats to
keep warm. S

When you add to that the many broken windows, damaged sashes
and frames—which create drafts and noises throughout the building—
learning becomes secondary to just keeping warm.

Perhaps you are beginning to see that it is not a very pretty. picture
that T am painting. But T am not finished vet.

. The roof leaks and water has caused damage to the building. Paint
and plaster are cracked, peeling, and falling throughout the building.

The school has one set of toilets for the children, which i3 located
in the basement.
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The teachers have no lounge, dining area nor office space. Allspecial
services are crowded into one converted classroom. The only men’s
room is on the third floor. L

Tle morale of both pupils and teachers is understandably low. It’s
not easy to come to a building, day after day, which is literally fall-
ing apart. ' ,

When you add the problems of the community—such as a lack of
community facilities, tge high percentage of children from low-income
familics Wwho como to school hungry each day, the large numbers of
youngsters with low-achievement scoves in basic skills—tenching also
can become a very frustrating experience. '

As an example, of the 540 pupils in the school, 65 percent scored
below the 16th percentile on the Iowa test of basic skills—which is
considered to be the minimum functioning level for pupils.

Senator Monpare. This is an elementary school ¢

Dr. Sueop. An clementary school.

Senator Monpare. And the Iowa test of basic skills doesn’t ask what
grade level students are in; It asks whether they can read, write, and
count, that sort of thing? 4 S

Dr. Surop. That is correct, sir. : '

Sonator MoxparLe. And it’s assumed that any child who scores below
16 percentile lacks the minimum skills necessary to function as a
student ¢ .

Dr. Sueop, That is correct. ‘ :

Senator Monpare. And 65 percent of the children in that school
fall below that figure? -

Dr. Suepp. Yes, sir. .

Senator MonpaLs. So that 65 percent of the children attending that
school, if that test is accurate, are unable to learn? '

Dr. Suzepp. Not unable.

Senator MonpaLe. Apparently have not learned?

Dr. Sueop. Have not earne({

Senator MonpALE. Is that unusual? Is this a peculiar, exaggerated
sort of down-and-out school, or would it be typical of your schools ?

Dr. Sueop. It would be very typical of many of our schools in the
Jow-income ghettos of the city of Philadelphia. It’s not at all
uncommon, :

Senator Monpars. Now, would some of those children scoring below
the 16 percentile be in the fourth and fifth grades? :

Dr. Surop. Yes, and beyond. These tests: compare them with other
youngsters of their age and grade in school systems across the coun-
t?’ s0 in comparison with a nationwide norm, so to speak, 65 percent
of the kids are doing as poorly or poorer than the lowest 15 percent
across the country. ‘

Senator MonpaLE. But the 16 percentile point, that is an abysmal
level, is it not? They can’t be functioning?.

Dr. Strepp. That is correct. And these are comparing second-graders
with seeond-graders ncross the country, our third-graders with third-
graders, eighth-graders with eighth-graders, and so on, across the
country. ' ‘

Senator MonpaLE. Is this a typical ghetto school?

Dr. Sueop. This would be a typical ghetto school, yes, sir.
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And this problem is compounded when you realize that the facult
is comprised of 45 percent of inexperienced teachers, teachers with
2 years’ experience or less. It is also apparent.how woetfully inade-
quate are tLe number of positions allotted for necessary services.

In this school there are only 12 positions for art, music, remedial
education, counseling, and special programns for educationafly, physi-
cally, and emotionally handicapped. ‘ :

-+ This falls far short of providing the help that is needed for pupils
who begin'their education with social, cultural, and economnic handi-
caps. Yet these conditions are prevalent in some 30 other school build-
ings in Philadelphia. o S o

- And I'say; 30 school buildings that are firetraps. But large numbers
of additional buildings—while facilities: might be of more recent
construction-—would still reflect the same test score failure.

We sinply can’t go on like this any more. SRR :

Yet, in spite of such deplorable conditions, we have trimmed. from
the budget some 600 teachers and 800 support personnel in the past
vear-alone.'W¢ have cut drastically on books, supplies, and. equip-
ment. We have increased class size and have been forced by escalating
debt-service costs to halt our school building program, despite the
fact that ¢very day morethan 30,000 youngsters attend scixool* n Phil-
adelphia‘in firetraps. We have cut:the heart out of our night school
program and closed our schools to community use. Only Tast; weelk,
we restored extracurricular activities to the budget based on the ad-
mittedly tenuous pledges from:both candidates for mayor, and the
present mayor that they would get, the money for us—somewhere. And
in these times of rapid change, we have had to all but abandon staff
and leadership development programs necded so desperately to equip
our teachers and administrators to meet the challenges of urban
education. o : -

Crrrrrrn Scroor, CONSTRUCTION

The interruption of our school: construction program is-especially
crippling. In the past 6 years, we’ve been ablé to build three new hig
schools, fonr new middle schools, 25new elementary schools, 77 major
additions, and 13 supportive facilities, providing an additional 48,000
student spaces to handle an increased student population. of some
17,000 -and ‘to ease overcrowding by 31,000 pupils. We’ve ‘also been
able to spend $53 million on :alterations and improvements, including
building libraries into 200 elementary schools where two existed in
1965; '?;3.';':" e S .ot . . IS ,‘ . .

- But now. we have to.stop, despite the fact that there are still some
80 ‘nonfiire-resistant buildings in.use, class size-is still far above ac-
cepted standards. We have to rent an additional 400 rooms in churches
and eommunity buildings just to handle the overflow. Where we have
an extreme need to invest another $480 million in our building pro-
gram by 1980, we must now stop. -
~And the reason is simply that our operating budget no longer is
able to handle the debt service, which has risen from some $10 million
in 1965 to $56 million this year—which is equivalent to 16 percent of

o

our total operating budget. .

e o e
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On top of it all, we have been forced to cut bacl our research budget
to one-third of 1 percent of our expenditures, Gentlemen, 1f any major
industry in this Nation—and education certainly is a major industry—
ever: tried :to exist on.a research budget of: one-third of 1 percent,

.they’d b out of business within months. Yet, the country’s public
schools, particularly the country’s urban public schools, charged with
the mission of educating a massive cross section of children with all
kinds of learning djsa%ilities, can only spend pennies on research
vitally needed to overcome not only today’s educational problems, but
the far bigger ones we are certain to face in the future.

" "The story is the same in most big cities. Chicago is faced with the
probability of having to shut down its schools for mést of the month
of December. New %ork.h’ad to borrow from this year’s funds to
finish last year, and now it faces a staggering deficit next spring. De-
troit. cut, 200 teaching positions last'spring, stopped repainting old
schools, . sut its maintenance crews on a 4-day week, still finished the
year with -a $20 million deficit—and faces an'adciltioxlal deficit of
some $50 million this year. Similar conditions exist in the cities from
coast to coast. o R C

.. .-, SHouLD BE Borstering—Nor Curring -

‘The simple fact is that ata time when we sliould bebolstering urban
education with ‘new expertisé, new programs, and new enthusiasm to
ineet the critical problems that face us; we are constantly cutting back,
spending most of our time trying to'stem the flow of fiscal blood with
bandaids and looking back over our shoulders at the specter of bank-
ruptey. Perhaps the ‘worst; part'is the' psychological impact on ‘the
‘s'chod{-' district staff-as budget cut piles' upon .bugget cut, and firings
and demotions are‘the order of:the day. ~ .=+~ -~ - = ..

Statistics show that the trend is nationwide. In 1969, for instance,
‘AmeFican'-voters ‘approved only 56.8' percent of pnblic 'school bond
issues, rejecting some $2.2-billion necessary to pay increased educa-
tional costs z;nﬁ_ to build new:schools. The total rejected in 1960 was
but 20.4 percent of the Nation’s'school bond issues, a rejection of only
$368 milFion.. . A R
o' In short, everyone seenis to want better education, but no one wants
to pay for it. Parents and politicians alike beat the drums loudly for
better education, which certainly:is their right and privilege; but-when
it 'comes'to raising taxes to pay for better education, the drums seem
strangely 'silent. The political tune turns quickly to éducational over-
spen(ﬁng, and parents become suddenly ‘concerned: with the high cost
of living: The schools as usual, are left holding the bag:. <"~ * "~
1. Unfortunately, ‘the: track record o'f_'cqngressidnaf committees and
commissions isn’t much better.: . v "ot n

71T have ‘watchéd: and talked with consultants and exi)er%svfrom one

Federal commission or aiiother come in and out of the city of Philadel-
phia; asking the same’ questions aboiit'the urban nightmare. Later, I
read in the papers that they have again-réported that,indeed, the cities
are in a mess; that indeed, their institutions aré blighted and disirite-
grating, that"childrén’ can’t:read; or' caii’t’get jobs, or'drop out of
schools frustrated; alienated, and angey:* -+ - " T

ARSI
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You have to stop and wonder just how bad things have to be before
something is done about it. | '

Absenteeism alone has a-staggering impact on the ability of urban
youugsters to learn. During the past school year, we had in Philadel-
phia approximately 18,000 high school students—some 30 percent of
our enrollment—absent every day.

Senator MonpaLe. Have thoso absentee percentages been rising?

ABSENTEE PERCENTAGES RiISE

Dr. Suepp. Yes, they have. Over the last 5 years they have been
rising dramatically. -

Senator Monpare. What werethey 5 yearsago? o

Dr. Surop. I would say that on a citywide basis absenteeism is up
a good 10 percent from 5 years ago. .

Senator MoNpALE. Are many of these truants chronic truants?

Dr. Sueop. Many of them are. For the last 4 years, we have had four
high schools that are on complete dual shifts. We are lucky if the after-
noomn attendance rate goes above 50 percent.

Senator MonpaLE. Are those ghetto schools?

Dr. SuEpp. Yes, sir.

Senator MonpaLe. Is this truancy rate a phenomenon of the ghetto,
or is it a result of the school situation or both ?

Dr. Suepp. I think it is most marked in the urban system. What the
record in suburban or rural America is today, I don’t know, but I
suspect that the attendance rate has been falling off there, too, although
not nearly as dramatically as this; and this.is partly due to the need
for greater relevance of school programs to the needs of kidstoday, but
the urban school, in high schools, some of our really tough indirectly
high schools would run average attendances of 63 to 65 percent
attendance. : :

_Senator MonpaLE. What about the most disadvantaged ghetto
schools? What would the average attendance be?

Dr. Suenp. Attendance, 60 to 65 percent.

- Senator MoxpaLE. So there would be about a third missing?

Dr. Suepp, That is right. :

Senator Monpare. What would be the percentage in one of the
more afilluent schools ¢ :

Dr. Surpp. About 90 percent attendance. , ,

We have two schools, one boys’ school and one girls’ school, for
academically talented students. They tend to be the more affluent
students in the community. These serve the city at large. . :

Their attendance would be 92 to 93 percent. Interestingly enough,
we also have a farm school, the School of Agricultural.Science in
town where the attendance also is very high. - o

Senator MonpaLe. Have they heard about farm prices? You better
not give them a course on that. Do you know that a Minnesota farm
family of four, working a full week, gets 60 percent as muchas a family
of four on welfare in New York City? :

. Dr. SuEeop: No, I didn’t know that. L

- Would you care to comment upon their living expenses?

_ Senator Monpare. No. Living expenses are lower. There is no.ques-
tion about that. |

NETE IS
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- But what I am saying is they have a very bad deal, the economics of
agriculture—
Dr. Strepp. I have always had a great deal of admiration for people
who make their living from the earth, and particularly in the Midwest,
Senator MoxpaLe. God bless you.

ConTexDd Wrre MaNy PROBLEMS

Dr. Sueop. Standardized test scores indicate that some 40 percent of
the children in our elementary schools, or 56,000 youngsters read at
such low levels they can be considered functional?r illiterate. And
Inore than 6,000 of these children—who are totally disillusioned with
the learning process because they can’t read—simply drop out of our
schools each year. ~ . .

There are many other problems, too. Briefly, they are:

ENVIRONXMENT

Many urban children, particularly those from the inner city come
to school generally unprepared to learn. They have not had the kind of
home experience that teaches them their numbers and letters and
colors at age 8 and 4. Many ghetto youngsters, both black and white,
have not had the benefit of educated parents ta zing care of their early
childhood education in the home before they ever get to school. Many
urban youngsters, in short, are already years behind their middle-class
suburban counterparts which make up the bulk of the so-called
“national norm” before they ever get to school.

BASIC SKILLS

Faced with the kinds of early childhood handicaps inherent in
ghetto life, and with teachers unable to cope with their problems, many
urban youngsters withdraw from the educational process once they are
in sehool: Learning to read is like learning a foreign language. There
is o, fear of failure and rejection. So the youngsters “turn off”’ from
the normal educational process and remain well behind. national
norms; Iowa test results from both. black and white ghetto areas
show this conclusively. : :

TUPIL MOBILITY -

Test results also show that youngsters leayving the school system to
20 to other schools talke with then conclusively higher test results than
those coming into the system from other school systems, As a result,
just the simple factor of pupil mobility tends to cut drastically into
any improvement in. test results. When you add to,this the fact that
many schools in the Philadelphia ghettos have a pupil mobility rate
in excess of 100 percent per year, you h1ave just about an.impossible
situation. oo, ot e e T S e
L . ..., TEACHER TRAINING . . -

Teachers trained through the normal pedagogical routes simply.can-
1ot cope with the frustrations of iriner-city education. Although the

tide is beginning to turn, the teacher training process must become far

4 Lk
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more sophisticated if teachers are to be properly prepared to tackle this
urban problem. ‘ L

COMMUNICATIONS WITH STUDENTS

For far too long, the student’s voice has been ignored in the educa-
tional process. It is generally -agreed, finally, that he can and should
have a voice in how and what he is taught, in helping educators to
improve the instructional fare of the lﬁgﬁ school to erase the joyless-
ness and oppressiveness'that prevails in so many schools today. But
the problem is that although most students will use this new-found
voice responsibly, a small-but vocal radical element will attempt.to
abuse it ; to use it to disrupt the school. for their own ends. This leads to
loud cries of permissiveness from adults. Hopefully, the advent of
student bills of rights and responsibilities in Philadelphia and other
school systems will lielp meet this problem.

DISCIPLINE

This is another area where many adults are calling for a return to
the strap to restore order in the schools. But it is not that easy. Stu-
dents must be treated as:-human beings. The radical element must be
separated and dealt 'with. All students cannot -be punished for. the
disruptive activities of a few. Philadelphia has developed .a new dis-
cipline code to deal with this’ problem. . T

GANGS ' - st o

This is an extremely critical problem. Some students refuse to come
to school if they have to cross the turf of a rival gang. While generally
%angs regard school buildings as neutral turf, fights on the way to and

rom schools in gang areas are commonplace; and the histox;y‘lof youth
gang killings in Philadelphia isincredible. Learning in the face of this
kincf_ of anxiety, which sometimes generates into fear for one’s life, is
certainly mot easy. . i o or L Bl it sl
- Senator MonpaLe. Is that a serious problem in Philadelphia?

- Dr. Smepp. A very serious problem: It results in the death of 50
or more youngsters a year. S N

Senator MonpaLe. You mean 50 or more youngsters a year are killed
in Philadelphia from gang fights? Co

Dr. Saepp. Yes, sir. _ . o
_'Senator MonpaLe. You indicate that thiscah often occur coming to
and from school,and many of those 50 deaths occurred—— ‘

' Dr. Seepp: To and from school. Most of them on weekends s a re-
sult of gang wars, o SR

Senator MonpaLe. Biit'this is still a deep concern? - v

" Dr. Suepp: A déep concern. For the most part we have been able to
maintain school' properties, school buildings themselves as neutral
territory, neutral turf, and as a result of the hard work of many of our
school counselors we have been able to get, agreements among warring
gangs to let young people pass through their territories in order to get
to school, but that is not the general rule. .~ " .

~ Senator ‘Moxbare, I notice you do not mention ‘drugs in this list
Of problems. (A S ' S B [ D PRI Lot LR

H .

LR . .
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e "+ Drucs: AN INcrREASING ProsLEA

Dr. Suepp. It is an.increasing problem. I would say. over the last
4 years the only accurate statistics—we have only.scratched. the tip of
the iceberg of n real problem, and that is the nunber of youngsters
arrested for possession and use of drugs, and those numbers, have
tripled over tﬁe last 4 years. It is not primarily a problem of the poor
inner city school or the blacks. The larger piece of the -problem, even
thougly 60 percent of our student population is black,.the largest per-
centage and the largest number of students that are arvested for pos-
session or use are \ﬁlite; nonetheless, o very serious problem, indeed.
Problems of racism, problems of desegregation, In this respect we
are under the gun of the State Relations Committee to have the student
population in every one of our schools roughly approximate the city-
wide average. . . T L
"Senator Moxpare. We had the State civil rights-1éaders here -to
testify sometime back—— : e AP T ALY
Dr. Surpp. Do you have any idea what it would cost if we were to
comply with their directive? Some $40 million for buses alone, thou-
sands of buses on the road. every :day, transporting «some. 50,000
youngsters. T
' Senator MonpaLe: Is that the capital cost, or the operating cost?
- Dr. Seeoo. Operating. Annual operating costs.. = . - * -~
Senator MoNDALE. It would -cost $40 million a year in Philadelphia
to achieve the racial balance required by -your Stateregulations? .-
.. Dr. SaEDD. Yes,sir.. . TR G
- Senator Monpate. Does that include. cost of buses, or just the cost
of operating the buses? I AT
~ Dr...Seepp. It includes the cost of purchasing and operating the
1l;uses.:We figure, I think,a 7- or 8-year amortization of operating tlie
USeS.,. 4 ixl iy oy e ettt T S TR .'f)'l
Senator MoxpaLe. What is the minority breakdown ; you have about
60. percent black; don’t you? - L P TR IO S A
- Dr. SHEDD, Yesjsir, : tosc i oo e
. Senator:MoxpaLe: What other minority groups?-. «-.: ... .- .-
- Dr. Suepp: The only other identifiable ethnic group withii the com-
munity-would be Pierto. Ricans; and they would represent about 6
to 7 percent of the school population. R
..Senator Monpack; Six'to 7. percent, and the rest.would:be white?
-':-DI‘.'SHEDD."YGS.».-'-'\'1: AT UL AT B NP CIEY
- Senator Monpate:, Thirty-four percent:white, 60 percent black, 6
percent Puerto Rican.-What in:your opinion would happen-in Phila-
del 112ja if you had the money to implement that 6436 ratio system-
wide ¢ oy e DT ey
..’ Dri SuepDp. Assuming you.could get the kids on the buses? -
Senator MoNDALE. Yes. T
_+Dr. Suepp:: Whichiwould take an-act of God or the National Guard
itself just to.get.them on. the:buses. If you had-the money, had the
ersonnel, and: could-handle_the logisties of it, T think- you would
ave: (:omplete;;insurrgcti'on.»- You: would;have complete insurrection;
and the longeér term effect would be to speed the white exodus to the
suburbs. That is.why we are'appealing that. o+ ;-7 . . .0 -
Senator MoxparE. Do those; regulations require any cooperation by
the suburbs? ) '
14
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Dr. Suepp. No, sir. That is why.we are watching the Richkmond case
so carefully, because we are completely convinced that the racial prob-
lem, the problem of racial segregation in our schools and in all of our
public facilities in 'Philadelfﬁlia can only be dealt with and resolved
on a metropolitan basis. - :

" Senator MoxparLe. Do you see integration, quality integration as an
important educational tool § :
" Dr. Sgeop. Yes,sir. .

Senator Mo~pALE. So that the comments you make are not made

in opposition to integration ?

DEsEGREGATION

Dr. Suepp. Before coming to Philadelphia I was superintendent of
schools in England, N.J., for 5 years where desegregation and integra-
tion wa’srpossﬁﬂe. It is a 4-square-mile town. Forty percent of the stu-
dent population was black. Practically all of them concentrated in one
ghetto-like school. Within a period of 2 years we had completely dis-
tributed those youngsters throughout the school system, and in my
opinion nobody was hurt, and everybody was to gain from an edu-
cational standpoint.

The record of my commitment to desegregation and integration is
perfectly clear. Within the city limits of Philadelphia I do not see how
it can be done. The only way you can achieve it is to move bodies. In a
city this size, geographically and population-wise even the logistics
could not be handled in my opinion. Some 1,000 additional buses on the
highways every day, and the serious and severe dislocations,. plus.
insurrection. : ' ,

- ‘The major problem, I think, is pretty clear. It is an economic one:
The escalation in teachers’ salaries, which in turn results in a propor-
tionate increase in salaries of all other employee groups in a school
system. ' = - . '

yIn Philadelphia in 1965, before the first teachers’ union contract
was negotiated, the average teacher made about $7,200 a year. Six years
later the average salary has risen to $12,500. And when you add to this
the fact that there are more than 13,000 teachers in Philadelphia, the
financial impact obviously is staggering. Wage increase for teachers
alone in the 2-year period 1970-72 came close to $60 million. .

' As a matter of fact, teachers’ salaries amount to more than 50 percent.
of the operating budget, and the salaries and fringe benefits of all per-
sonnel amount to 80 percent of the budget. On top of that, debt service
and insurance add another 15 percent, leaving only 5 percent of the
operating budget actnally “cutable” without violating employee' con-
tracts or defaulting on debt or insurance payments. '

Senator MonpaLe. What is your total annual budget in Philadelphia,
approximately ¢ U
¢ Dr. Saepp. Last March I proposed a $393 million budget, which was.
intended just to carry over existing levels of activities and operations
from the previous year. Because we were paying 2-year salary increases
in one, it meant an $80 million increase over the previous year’s budget.
.: Senator MonpaLE. Whatdid youget? =~ -0 00 o

Dr. Suepp. Of that $80 million, $65 million ' was for salaries alone.

- Senator MonpaLe: Was your budget approved? .-~~~

15
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Dr. Sueop. No. I am telling you what I proposed this past March.
By May it became very clear that we did not have a. ghost of a chance
of getting $393 million and $83 million in new moneys, so we came
up with a rather arbitrary but practical stategy for solving the prob-
ler. First, we committed ourselves to about $30 million in cuts, which
is about 7 percent of the proposed budget. A second $30 million we set
as a goal o securc additional revenues from the State. This was the
year in Pennsylvania when the income tax appeared to be likely. More
moneys were available for school systems all over the Commonwealth.
And a $20 million slug from the city, we hope. We cut our $30 million.
We got $33 million from the State; from the city, not one dime.

In fact, legislation that we had passed in the State legislature, which
would have cnabled us to levy 10 percent on across-the-bar liquor
sales was vetoed by the mayor after it was passed by council, and there
were not sufficient votes In the city council to pass that. We have
political problems too. ’

What we have now at the present time——

Senator Moxpae. What did you end up with then as a budget?

Dr. Suepp. What we have now is a budget for a full school year
that costs $360 million. Since we have only $330 million in assured
available revenues, we will only be able to run until the 17th of May
next spring. ' o

Senator Monparz. Is that the prospect now, you will close down the
17th of May? '

Dr. Suepp. Yes. : S

Senator Monpare. So how many days of education will the children
miss ? : ‘

Dr. Szeop. About 25.

Senator -Monpate. They will miss a full month of school, or more
than a month? . A .

. ..Dr. Suepp. More than a month,

Crruoren Lose 114 MonTHs OF SCHOOLING

* Senator MonpaLg. Almost & month and a half of schooling. Your
budget of $330 million breaks down to 80 percent for teachers and
other salaries, pensions and the cost of personnel; and then how much
did you say was debt financing, approximately? ' '
- Dr. SuEDD. Approximately $56 million. = : '
Senator MonpaLe. I am just trying to figure out how much money
you have got to use for innovation, instruction, curriculum develop-
ment and so forth. - = R R '
Dr. Suepp. The only way we have been able to save some of our
innovative programs is to conserve very carefully the Title I and the
Title III moneys coming from the Federal Government. -
Senator MoNpavrx. Would it be fair to say that your budgeting efforts
these last few yezrs have been primarily concerned with ways of cut-
ting budgets rather than ways of ‘adding programs to.deal with the
edncational problem? S T
Dr. Szxop. I would say about 30 percent of my- time is devoted to
that very process at the staff level, the board level, and the community
level. ' ' " ' '
Senator Moxpate. How much Title I money do you get?

68—412—71—pt. 16A—-2
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‘Dr. Suepp. About $20 million. - ° T e

Senator MoNDarLE. $20 million. How much . her Federal funds?

Dr. Suepp: A total this year of about $53 million, all but about $5
million categorical. The $5 million that goes into our general fund is
impactaid. 3 . o o

enator MoNpare. So out of $330 million, $50 million of it is

Federal? - - o A . I

Dr. Suepp. That is over and above the $330 million. . =

Senator MoNpaLE. That is over and above the $330 million?

Dr. Sueop. Yes,sir. =~ - C o

Senator MonparLe. That is $330 million, State and local? )

Dr. 'Suepp. Right. Plus the small chunk of Federal impact aid goes
into our general fund. o L - o

Senator MoNDALE. So you get $380 million then. So what is' your
total revenue from all sources ? AR

Dr. Suepp. Well, it would be the $330 million, plus the $53 million,
and if we get the additional $30 million from the city, which the two
mayoral candidates and the current mayor say we are going to get,
that would be another $30 million. : -

Incidentally, the mayor promises us $20 million from revenue
sharing. : R ' '

Senator Moxpare. The only thing is, many of us have said now is
the time for these urban schools to innovate, to get new and flexible
programs, to develop new curriculums. Actually, that kind of rhetoric
to you is very interesting, but as I view your job, it is principally figur-
ing out ways: to cut the budget. You are on the defensive all the time
with little or no time to move forward with these kinds of hopeful
programs. | A IR
~ Dr. Sueop. By the'time you are actually able to move on'some in-
novative programs is when you are successful at the art. of bootlegging.

Senator MgcTNDALE. I think you come into this later, but does your
testirﬁlémy stand for the proposition that teachers are being paid too
muc . B . T

Dr. Suepp. No, sir. It does stand on the proposition. that we need
to invest very. heavily.in a research and development effort:that will
enable us to make better use of teachers, wider. use of nonprofessionals
and paraprofessionals and vastly increased use of educational.tech-
nology. Five years ago we mounted the first successful effort.at com-
puter-assisted instruction. We should.have pumped literally millions
of additional dollars into that. We have just been able to hold on to
what we began 5 years ago, which admittedly is merely scratching the
surface on the problems of that technology. S
. ‘t;Ve have hung on to it, but that will relate to something I say later
on too. o . Lo ) , > y

e SCHOOL Costs SPIRALING i R
Certainly Philadelphia'is not any, exce tion in this whole financial
crunch. I em sure you are well aware that the statistics show that school
costs are sp;ralmg all over the country. In the .10 school years from
1960-61"to 197071, schiol "enroilments rose 27. percent nationwide,
according'to NEA, while' piiblic school expenditures ‘rose 152.1 per-
cent. e
It iseasy for critics of education to make loud, profound proriounce-
ments about cutting out costly innovative programs and thinning
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topheavy bureaucracies, but the fact remains that if every innovative
program were cut out of the operating budget in Philadelphia and if
every administrative office were eliminated, the total savings would
be in the vicinity of $5 million—slightly more than 1 percent of the
total budfet;- . o . - :

It is also easy for people to say that we are paying teachers too
much money. Yst that argument does. not hold much water when, as
happened during recent contract negotiations in Philadelphia, sheet
metﬁl workers settled in T.os Angeles for a new contract at $500 a
week. C - , e ,

Also adding considerably to the fiscal problems of the school dis-
trict is the fact that the main tax base for the public schools con-
tinues to be the real estate tax whose revenue increases only 1 per-
cent per year unless the tax is raised -each year. At the same .time,
operating budgets of school districts throughout the country. are
escalating at the rate of 15 to 18 percent per year because of salary
increases. . . ., o0 Lo o ‘ R

The fact is that in the past 10 years'there has been a gradual revolu-
tion in the public school systems throughout the Nation, and. par-
ticularly in the large cities. During the past 5 years the annual in-
crease in the budgets of school districts in the 20 largest cities has
averaged approximately 16 percent per year. None has risen less than
14 percent and some have risen as high as 18 percent. Our average
has been approximately 16 percent, which is also about the same
level as the average increase of school districts throughout the Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania. .~ .. - . : o

Hopefully the California Supreme Court decision will have nation-
wide repercussions, but until it does we are all stuck with real estate
taxes as one of our principal sources of revenue. And legislators, work-
ing overtime to avoid the political liabilities associated with raising
real estate taxes, particularly in urban aress like Philadelphia, struggle
yearly to come up with new ideas for schooltaxes. = .. -+

ﬂ Stop-Gap Taxzs:

The result has been a plethora of stop-gap, nuisance taxes that
keep springing up to plug holes in the bottom of the fiscal boat when
what it needs 1s a whole new hull. We get a couple 6f million here
and a couple of million there that simply do not deem: more than a
drop in the bucket. And on top of that, the filing procedure for these
small, contrived taxes is usually extremely.complicated, the cost of
collecting them high, and aggravation for everyone concerned is con-
siderable. . .~ - - - o o o

Asanexample, Philadel phia;City Council in 1968 repealed the school
personal property tax and: substituted a 2-percent net unearned in-
come tax. Council also increased the general business tax from 1. per-
cent to 2 percent. This rearrangement of taxes was supposed to provide
the school district with $14 million in new revenue, Yet it actually
yielded0n1y$1.5mﬂli0n. R ' ‘ : v T, RIS

Then in 1969, council enacted a 3-percent corporate net income. tax,
assuring us it would raise $30 million. In fact, it yielded:$16 million.

Another serious financial problem is the factor of municipal tax
overburden. It has been a fact of life in Pennsylvania and in many
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other States for years, that citics have been treated historically as if
they were unburdened suburbs when it comes to State school subsidies.

In a city like Philadelphia or Pittsburgh, the major portion of the
tax dollar is spent on maintaining large police forces and fire depart-
ments, in collecting mountains of garbage and trash, in fighting major
health and welfare problems, in maintaining, in filling millions of pot-
holes, in keeping huses, trolleys, and trains running, in operating pris-
ons and juvenile detention systems, and on and on. ‘

Conversely, in the suburbs the lion’s share of the local tax dollar
goes to the schools. Thus, aflluent suburban schools, where the young-
sters alrendy have had all the advantages of a middle- or upper
middle-class upbringing witl: its great emphasis upon early childhood
education in the home, still can spend far more money on their educa-
tional systems than can impoverished city schools.

According to the publication in' Pennsylvania by the University of
Pennsylvania “Economic Aspects of Public Education in Pennsyl-
vania 1970-71,” issued by the Graduate School of Education of the
University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia ranks 89th in the five-county
greater Philadelphia aren in total staff per 1,000 pupils.

There ave 38 school districts in Montgomery (15), Delaware (12),
Chester (8), and Bucks (3) Counties which exceed Philadelphia’s
staffing ratio. The strain on the urban taxpayer is clearly indicated
when we'see that Philadelphia, with 16.5 percent of the population of
Pennsylvania, produced 26 percent of the total local taxes collected
throughout the State for municipal and school district purposes, and
even move startling is the fact that the city of Philadelphiacontributes
0.75 billion in taxes cach year to the State of Pennsylvania and gets
but $0.25 billion back. Thaf is $0.5 billion we never see again.. -

- Crry TRADITIONALLY SHORTCHANGED

Yet it is in the city, which traditionally gets shortchanged on the
educational tax dollar, where you have great concentrations of chil-
dren whose emotions and learning ability have been permanently
scarred by their environments; where you must provide services for
thousands of children who are blind, crippled, hard of hearing, re:
tarded; where you must administer massive free lunch programs and
provide health, counseling and psychological care for literally thou-
sands of pupils. ' , : ‘

Unfortunately, the Federal Government, the one source of revenue
capable of righting the fiscal wrongs of urban education, has done
little except to fund piecemeal compensatory education programs.
~ One of the great problems with this kind of approach is that 1t
causes an extremely serious dichotomy in the school system. You have
two efforts, separately funded, separately staffed, trying to accomplish
the same goals. 'What we neecl is one concerted effort, not two. It will
take all the strength, resources and unity we'can muster to solve the
problemsof education in the urban sector. o '

One arca of neglect is vocational education, and I will not beat that
one to death, = oo T oo T
. Senator Monpare. I was interested in reading your statement how

heavily youcame down on vocational education. -
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Dr. Suepp. The promise 3 or 4 years ago by the Federal Govern-
ment to invest heavily in vocational education, that promise has never
been fulfilled.

Senator MonpaLe. Does the public school system in Philadelphia
handle vocational education? .

Dr. Suepp. Yes, sir.

Senator MonpaLe. In some States, like Minnesota, there is a sepa-
rate school system for vocational education. We have pumped up
Federal spending substantially, have we not, in the last few years for
vocational education ¢ Nearly double. '

Dr. Szepp. T still think it is about 50 percent short.

Senator MonpaLe. Oh, yes; that is true. Fifty percent is a golden
figure. This is not a space program or anything like that. But we have
ssubstantially increased vocational programs.

INGREASE IN VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS -

Dr. Suepp. Much of the increase from $10 million to $53 million
.over the last 6 or 7 years has been a consequence of that, and it is still
woefully short.

Senator MonpaLE. Yes; but, by your statement at least, you would
:support a rather substantial if not nassive increase in vocational edu-
cation? :

Dr. Saepp. Yes, sir. ' :

Senator MoNpALE. Some people would say that vocational education
is an admission of failure, that instead of preparing a child for the vast
:spectrum of vocational choices he has limited vocational opportunities.
‘How doyou respond to that? :

Dr. Skepp. 1:say there are a wide variety of career opportunities
-for which a wide variety of young people have great.interest. It is our
job to equip them with the basic skills and the career knowledge to
.enable them to capitalize upon those opportunities. It is to me
.anachronistic that large numgers of jobs go unfilled when there are
.tremendous numbers, literally tens of thousands of youngsters unable
or without the knowiedge or information neccssary to Al those jobs,
and yet our welfare rolls are mounting daily. :

Senator MonpaLE. As you know, a lot of the minority leadership—
Indians, chicanos, blacks—will say- that these children end up in
“deadhead” vocational classes—at least what they -call “deadhead,”
they may be good schools—and that they do not have access to some
of the better jobs available through vocational training, because they
.cannot get into the union. . - . T .

Dr. Suepp. That is correct. - R L

Senator MoxpaLe. You are from Philadelphia. ‘You have probably
‘heard about that. TR S

Dr: Suepp. We have got a tougli:union problem: in Philadelphia.
‘But we need to-make inroads-in -all-areas and at all levels. College
-preparation, professions, skilled trades, entry‘into unions,and we have
“begun to-make.some. progress with some of the unions in this respect.
"We have run programs in cooperation with:the Philadelphia Urban
.Coalition, with the Negro Trade Union Leadership Council, and in-
-creasingly, with some of the more enlightened unions, but the fact re-
‘mains that the apprenticeship programs generally are fast, most of
ithem are still white. ,
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- 'We have: instituted yery- stringent controls in-compliance with the
Philadelphia-Plan, both with our own contractors in the:school system
and with contractors that work for the city. Ao e
- ‘But while I believe strongly that minority groups particularly need
on01'tunities all up and down and crosswise in - the labor market, I
think it is important, also, that they have the knowledge and the.skills
for entryat any level, evénthe lowest levels: . .:* = ... - -
- T think the data that I show:here supports the contention that there
are a wide variety of jobs at all-levels of economic® activity that .are
a\f'ailable; but, our youngsters just arenot able to take full advantage
of it. A T o o
- Senator MonparLE. Do you find that many times students show more
interest ;n these vocational courses than they show in basic skill
training? T PR : o
Dr. Surop. I think there tends to be more interest on the part of
students in something that .they feel is related to: their immediate
needs and to their interests. This is the problem with much of the
conventional ‘program in our’standard ‘high 'school program, be it in
the-area of citizenship or'in'the'area of vocational or career training.

o7 NATIONALIZATION o URBAN- SGizoor, Distriors ©

I do not mean to say that we have the ideal program. There is.a
tremendous amount that needs to be done to improve the relevancy of
ourcurrent‘data, particularly secondary school programs. What I
have talked about is a brief-and perhaps somewhat biased, but T think
accurate, description of life in the city, where inadequate education
breeds unemployment, unemployment breeds .poverty, and with pov-
erty comes substandard housing, bad health, rags for' clothing.. Then
‘despair, which sows the seed o? revolt. e TooaeToo
+ It seems to be a very vicious cyele. I am asking you mow to help us
break that cycle. T am asking that'you recommend to the ‘Congress
that the Federal Government nationalize the big city school districts
of this country, that their operation and their funding ‘be taken:over
by the Government.. - R F R

I realize only too well that this is:a:drastic:step, and I-recommend
it only after 4 years of fiscal agony-in: Philadelphia and a good deal
of soul-searching in the past several months, The job ‘of rescuing’ the
Nation’s urban schools from disaster simply‘has-become to big for the
limited resources of the State and the'local governments toaccemplish.

~There is just:one example. Philadelphia!State education subsidies
have more dmn tripled in the past 6 years from $50 million to about
$170 million, and we are hopelessly further behind:now than ‘we were
‘then..I see a national school: system:in the big cities totally- federally
funded as the only solution. ST

- When:a hurricane devastates the gulf coast the Government imme-
diately declares o national® disnster and. steps in with' great sums of
'money to rebuild what the storm hastorn down: When' the Mississippi
overflows its banks and ‘rayages the ‘countryside national disaster is
declared, and the Government steps'in to help:restore’ what has been
SWept away. © - ot cIT s e e
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Ureax, EpucaTioN A NATIONAL DISASTER': . -

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee—I am happy, to see

Senator Hatfield has joined us—I contend that the urban ed};cation

today ds.a national disaster and nothing short of massive Federal

Aintervention will save it. And, if it-is not saved, I do.not think even

:massive Federal, help will be able.to. rebuild. the great cities of .this
Nation—if. they ever get torn,down., . . " o :

SR ¥ R T N S
. .There.are. other, precedents:as . w 1. laced with massive ecoriomic

‘problems in:the Southeast many years, ago, the Goyernment stepped
in with:a commitment to revitalize.an entire seetion of the country
with the Tennessee .Ya.lleyNAutﬁhgr.ity.Ji,Aftér' ;\rV,o'ljld_Wan.II the U.S.
Government virtually financed the rebuilding of: Europe, with the
Marshalli PIAN. oo g o e g e
*. In‘my opinion, it'is now time to apply this degree of commitment to
-urban education; while;tle, bed, is 'still avarm. Once,'the, structure of
urban education: collapses,.and it is certainly on the;verge, of .collapse
right now, the death of the great cities will not be.yery far behind. If we
lose'the cities there are certainly no magic,walls along their boundaries
that would keep. the ;massive, urban, problems, from engulfing the
suburbs aswell. ‘ " ’ i B
., My suggestion, actually myrequest, Mr. Chairman, is that your com-
mittee immediately appoint a commission to study the recommendation
I have just made and, toreport back to you and to the Congress on its
feasibility..I helieve this would prove to.be:a major step toward solving
theiproblems in education that have all but drained the lifeblood out
of the children and the future leaders.of our citiés. . i+ ;i . ;
Our 'greliminary estimate is that nationalization of the largest 25
.school districts in.the.country. would.cost in the vicinity.of,$10 to $12
billion, taking into account ;whatthey are spending now, but.it.could
wery well prove to be the; wisest money-. ever. invested by.the Federal
‘Government. ' : ' R

A TR AN R ISR

IR ERE SRS R I AR ?:’:au!'."/.\',‘:u'\vm- . ol

" ..;» - NEED For. GOVERNMENT :BACKING ¢\ ...
SO By T L ST A BT (PRI RS B T T R PTORNINS I S BRI
, Let;"s face it, anything that.the Government. his ever backed—many
things that.the Federal Governiient. has backed-—computer industry,
the aerospace industry,putting’a man, on the 'moon,, the, whole tech-
‘nological revolution that has, changed our way. of living so,drastically
in'the pagt 50 years, has succeeded, 1. 1y 1 7 e e oo

I plead with the greatest urgency that it is time to make this massive
governmental ,commitment .to; develop  our;, greatest underdeveloped
TeSOUTCe, the YOUNg POOT il OUL CIHIES. | 51\ - v\ e’y i et s

Thank you very much. ’ e

Senator MoNpALE.. Thank you, Mr. Shedd,, for-a most impelling
statement and description of a siightly appalling situation which I
very much view as duplicated in many, many: otler.citiés in this coun-
try, and in g different context inthe-impoverished rural areas-as well.

Senator Hatfield ¢ ' sl reuicd e

Senator HATFIELD. No questions.i ..« »& oty Fharm oo
- Sendtor- MoNDALE. Let meask the question-that many critics of-the
school systemi:are rising.! v & b v et
¢ .. R Ty . JUTRN . |
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They say that the per capita expenditures and the total amount of
money being spent for schools has risen dramatlcally, as your testx-
mony pomts ont o . O

Dr. Sueon. No qneshon about it. '

Senator MonpaLe. School population increased a third over a dec-
ade, school spending increased 150 percent. And the critics say: for
that we have received less. The school systems are deteriorating, and
using whatever standard you want—the percentage of dr oponts, the
percentage below grade level—it wonld be hard to prove there is any
improvement and 2 good argument is that it is worse. They say, why
ponr more good money after bad. What is neéded is-a fundamental
structural shape-up of the system with better 1ncent1ves, with more
community control and so forth.

The Jast thing yon are going to do is ponr money in until you have
that restructure. And that ar gument has gained a lot of credence.
In addition to the exhaustion of the real estate tax base, I think it-is
this sort of public exhaustion with the system which has defeated
neecded bond proposals.

I think you sa1d $2.2 billion in bond issues whlch were turned down
and that you can’t get any more capital spending at all 1nto these
schools.

) H%w do you respond to that, since you mmst have been’ tronbled
it ?
yDr Smepp. First, we don’t know what 1t might have been like w1th-
out schools, as bad as people claim they-are. Second, and I think it is
o credit to the school systems of our great cities that so much has been
accomplished in the face of the fiscal ndversities and the deep and in-
tense social problems that they have faced. -

But I, for one, believe that there isa tremendous need for reshapi
-and recreatmg the whole manner of operation of urban schools. I thi {
-even if we were to have all the resources that we could request and
justify and snbstantiate, without the very basic reform, the ¢urricnlum,
the management, the pattern of staffing of our schools, the administra-
tive ctrncture, the opportunity for students and people of the com-
‘munity to become involved as real partners in the educational enter-
‘prise, that the additional moneys would not pay off as they must.

So I would argue that there is need both for very basic reform in
the institutions of education, including the universities, that prepare
-our teachers as well, and the.whole management system w1thm nrban

~systems all systems of government.

Senator MoNDALE. You would be W1111n0 to accept a Federal take-

-over, Federal standards to require that?

WoULD INSIST ON I‘DDPRAL TAKDOVFR

. Dr. Sueop. I would demand it: o
Senator MoxpaLe. Would you snbmxt by 1etter, what those requlre-

‘ments ought to inclnde ?

Dr. Strpp, Requirements for reform? - :
Senator MonpaLe. Yes. I won’t qnestlon you on that now, because
this is basically a hearing for school finance. But I would like to know
-what kind of reqnirements you think ought to be imposed.
Dr. Suepp. I will be glad to, sir.

-~
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- Senator MonpaLe. Anything else?

Senator Hatfield ?

Senator M arrmrp. Dr. Shedd, I am sorry that I was late and did
not' have an opportunity to hear the beginning of your testimony.
Some of us who live far away commute, on occasions, on what we ca 1
the “Red Eye” special, and I just ar rived back in Was]uncrton from
the State of Or: egon a whileago. -

I have been tr° ying to read your prepared statement to ﬁnd at what
point’ you commented, or perhaps you did not comment on the re-
sponse from the State Government of Pennsylmnm to the plight of
the Philadelphia school system ?

Dr. Sueop. When I came into office 414 years ago, the level of State
support was $50 million, which represented about 84 pelcent I be-
lieve, of that total, of the total required then.

Senator HATFIELD. What year wasthat? -

Dr. Surpp. That would have been in 1966-67, about $5O m11]10n

* It has risen to $170 million now, and closer to 50 pelcent of the total

costs of our operating budget. Nonetheless we seem to be further
behind now than we were then, largely as a result of increased costs.
Most of that is as a result and debt service and inflation.

Senator HatrreLp. Was any of this State: participation for con-
struction, or was it solely for operational budgets?

Dr. Smepp. Some for construction, yes.

Senator HatrreLp. Could you give a general ble‘lkdOWu of the 34
percent State aid or the 50 percent Stqte zud as between operqtlonal
budget, and construction?

Dr. Suepp. I would say roughly 9-10 percent constructlon, 90 per-
cent operating.

Senator HatrreLp. Operating budget

Harr CENTURY OF NEGLECT

Dr. Suepp. Yes. You see, one of the serious problems we have had
is that the new board of education was brought in asa result of a revi-
sion of the Home Rule Charter in Phlladelphm A. reform board was
confronted with overcoming about a half century of neglect.

In any 1 single year, prior to 1965, the largest amourt of school
construction qct1v1ty that had taken. pl'we was about $17 million in
new construction each year.-And the average over the prev1ous 30~
years was about $10 million innew construction, -

< Thenew board came in, confronted with a serious problem of tremen-
dous overcrowding in‘some 75 schools that were fire tvaps, built more:
than 60 years ago. They mounted a:$L4. billion schoo constructlon
program to overcome those deficiencies and inadequacies. -

Likewise, teacher salaries were very, very low in- comparrson Wlth,.
not .only other professions, but with suburban teachers. :

-'The two main thrusts from an economic standpoint of the new board
6 years ago was to overcome the facilities gap and to raise salaries:
to the point where we attract better quality and an-adequate number of
qualified teachers, and that has resuited in .the biggest bulk of our in--
creased expenditures over the past 5 or 6 years.

Itis overcomrng a ha]f a century of necrlect in fact
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] S(zmat;or Harrierp. Do you have a State minimum.teacher salary
aw?

" Dr. Suzop. Yes, sir. We are well above it. In order to compete on
a fair basis with suburban communities for the quality teacher training
graduates, teacher training school graduates, we ggure'we have to-
maintain a salary differential of some $370 million,

Senator HarrreLp. What is the State: department? How is it struc-
tured?: Do you have a superintendent of schools for the State ?

~Dr. Srepp. Yes. We have a Secretary of Iducation, Commissioner
of Basic FEducation, and a Commissioner of Higher Iiducation. The
State bureaucracy—as the State legislature—is suburban-rurally dom-
inated ;-and, the State Department of Education is pretty much the
same; , - LT it b e P T . :

Senator Hatrmero. The legislative: committees, as I understand it
then, you say, as w2ll as the bureaucracy of the executive branch, are
rurally suburban?: .. . SRR R :

LDr. SEEpD. Yes: ¢ v edentsas - '
«.Senator. Harrrerp. Is therea unified educational budget at the State
level, or does each program fend foritself as far aslegislative appro-
pl‘iation? o '-ff'it‘:i?)ll" . “;’..= " ':-‘;“5; IR R T SR

ot e e, Two CITIES AGAINST. STATE- . 0.7

Dr. Suepp. We fend for ourselves pretty much, and by and large it is
Philadelphia. and Pittsburgh agninst the rest of the State to.survive,
and we always come.out second best. ;oo .7 in il o Do el e o

Senator HaTrieLp. The State has been reapportioned, though, hasn’t
it, in2 line. with the, Supreme Court ruling, so-that there is one. man; one
vote? ' ' ' i

Dr, Suepp. Yes, sir. YT SNt BT RIS TS F

Senator HaTrrerp. But the committee structure is still dominated
by the suburban ruralinterest?.;o ¢ jvve 5 U

Dr. Sarpp. Yes.

7 Senator Harrrerd:Did Tunderstand.you to say:that State aid wen
from 34 percent of costs upto 50 percent s i-iys T frivoel vl e
» Dr! Smebdp:iAbout48 percerit. ti Vv eyl p il et iy G

Senator Hatrrerd. Thisis a remarkable contradiction. = i+ oot
i Dr. SiEEpp; That is right. oo 11 il cr oy s i § a0, o0
. Senator: T aTrELD:: As you can appreciate, as Superintendent Blan-:
chard :will: testify 1ater;-we-have had: experience, unfortunate experi-:
ence in Oregon, finding ourselves :at-a-high: of 40 percent, dropping,
now. to, I-think, arounds22 percent:State -aid; and always-with the
50 percent! as the magic goal:that was:one  ofrthe: conundrums.of -thé.
education: profession.They peddled to:State legislatures and to-Gov-
ernors that, somehow; all/the:woes and/problems:of education: would
be settled (ifithey could :onge strike that happy.50 peicent.cost factor
of support. So, therefore; thig:sorti of béliesithat, which, as T-say,
has been:dramatically and ‘effectively: peddled by:educational experts
overthe years. i irria puu oaiifined veld oonrre op oo e

+ Thave : been: ;associated sboth.at - thée - Statelevel and through: the
interstate  compact-thit ie! initiated: through the Governors’ Cons:
ference. BT TR ST AL O St sy b o

Could I ask this:question ¢ Ismoney your: only:problem§ . i i '

Dr. Suepp. Money and the reform efforts that Senator Mondale
and I were discussing earlier.

PR
‘.," -
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Senator HatrreLp. Well, I say this in a friendly way, as a profes-
sional educator myself, that I am left in a rather conlusing state of

mind here as it relates to the financial structure and the financial
system that you represent, and as you relate that to your basic
problems. S o S
You are talking about disaster. I am not whetted to the old cliches,
or anything else, but what happened to this 50 percent utopia that
was to be achieved, which you have come close to achieving on'a fund-
ing basis, and yet you face disaster? o L )
We on the political side—if I could put m political hat on—look
to the educational field to give us'the couns'efrand'guidmi(':e. You set
up certain measwrements and certain standards, or certain goals; and
we move together to try to achieve them; and'then we find that we
end up with disaster. - T TR
" We obviously have goals that are ludicrous. I think we have to be
informed alittle bit as to where our goals were defective—or our
measuréments were defective—because this constant-changing of the
rules ‘make it very difficult for those who are sympathetic to educa-
tion.. Of course, it makes it almost impossible for those who 'are not
sympathetic toward education: I comment in'this manner as.a friend,
and as’one who'is decply’ concerned about the plight which you are
in, but I am’ not ‘completely convinced that money ‘is ‘the only tool,
or even that the reforins that we tallf about, and wehave'been talking
about, are the solutions to the problem. ] A
R B PR HE R AR R AL A [EEES P R
- ."'.'_12-1VI_ON’IT'1& Sbgbbﬁ.‘l?ﬁpéhi\nfff"‘ ST TR

st ST NSt S O § VR A

" Twenty years.ago,.I proposed:to the -Oregon. Tiegislature : a :12-
month ‘school ‘program. I almost lost:the next election as-a result of:
it. Tt was too radical. At that time, our’schools were closed ‘more:days:
per-year than- theyi-were open, and: the ronly ‘other ‘institution thot I
know of that is less utilized is thechurchitt o ool oL i
I feel that there:are so: man; i's_oci'oe’conbmic‘:fac’tor‘s{h’e‘rc.r,‘.at',}iati are
really playing against the sc‘hoo¥ program—playing against the school
institution as such—and we have to attacl:them on all fronts. It is

just.a problem trging toget a handleon it. . . .
““Where do we begin?'T'sometimeés’think that'we have ‘overémplia-
sized -the 'possibility that money'¢ould clre ll problems; Now; I 'fim’
riot” dermeaning at/all your evaluations:'I am not ‘conitradicting ‘them
nor’ attempting .to chillenige "them.” I"am'just- making some” geheral
comments that trouble me as; it relates’to this’ problem of trying“to
achieve equal educational opportunity forall people. " * == i - 1% i
T think one'of the great’ problems which we must grapple Has been’
this continual trend of'urbanization. Somé people ‘get. avwiiilly ‘excited
aborit numbers of people; They get ‘almost hysterical 'about how many
people’ aré’ being ‘born every year; aiid, they fail to ‘addreas them?
selves to ‘the fact that it is niot the quantity’of People; but’it'is' the
crowding together on less than 1 percent of the Nation’s geography:
where we find ‘the majority of our population today-~increasingly in
th:it'ﬁrend.’:‘ rJ\ :;:".‘.- .-,-x'f..),v -.-.;-'f.l l_I'T) SO fif.’d@j’..’; ISP 4 '§|:'=
“We have'lots of liiid"out’ West. ‘We' liave lots of land in""Penn:
sylvania: A’ lot-more;land  per’person than tlere! is ‘in*’Philadelphi&
or‘Pittsbuirgh ; but ‘what dre we trying tqfcld"to reverse ‘that trend of
R R I U S TR S L5 SUE A L P B N

urbanizition 2 Weare doing very little. -
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Propreys oF  URBANIZATION

You talke the smaller communities; they are getting older, they are.
getting poorer, and they are dying. And, at the same time, we wring
our hands about the horrible problems of urbanization.

This Congress passed appropriation of $100 million to help develop
scwer and water systems whereby industries can locate in smaller
communitics; and develop job opportunities to keep the young people
there, and give them chances and opportunities. The administration
impounded $56 million of that $100 million appropriation. So we
puslt more people into your Philadelphia area, because that is just the
trend of the population pattern.

. Well, we could go into many other incidents how this thing con-
tinues to be deveioping as a possible problem for you. Money alone
is only one instrument to cope with it, as I see it. I support it, and
will continue to support increase in appropriations for education; but,.
I think.we have to have at the State level, the Federal Ievel, the local
level, far more clarity and far mwore careful measurements by the
cducational experts. ’

I don’t expect unanimity on the viewpoint of this. After all, educa-
tors are like other people. They have various viewpoints and philoso-
phy. I have sat on this committee, I have sat on other educational
committees. We need to get something more dependable, or flexible
enough to move with the changing trends and patterns of life.

You talk about vocational educational training—

_ I went_ before the Appropriations Committee and asked for an
increase in the vocational education appropriations. I think they
told me, at that time, there were 16 agencies dealing with' vocational
education—in some form or another in the Federal Government. We
need reorganization on that badly. ’ v

But there, again, just increased money wasn’t going to really resolve
the problem, because we fritter away so much of it through the
conflicting; duplicating, and overlapping of programs.

Errects oF CONSOLIDATION

. I sometimes regret the leadership I gavein 1953 to school consolida-
tion in my State.. I now believe that that was a bad mistake. We.
took a lot of the small schools out of the areas—which had become.
the center, and had been the center of community life, where people.
identify with education—because they had children in school. They
had meetings there at the schoolhouse. They involved themselves wit'K.
that schoolhouse. They took a &)ers_ona,l viewpoint and a possessive:
attitude toward that school and had an interest in that school.

- And, I think in our rush to become monolithic and efficient, again,.
under the urgings of educational experts, we have destroyed . that.
conununit;y.,.id%]u—:ltlﬁcation with the schoolhouse and the school pro-
grams. T : .

- Mr. Chairman, I didn’t- mean to engage in a monolog here, but I
did want to express some of these problems that comne into my mind.
as I hear your testimony. I know Senator Mondale has given much
time, has devoted many, many hours of the day to this problem.
Senator Monpare. I talked to a civil rights leader the other day,.
and I asked what are we going to do about this problem.. His recom-

: s ¢
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mendation was to shift the incentive so the people stop crowding the
major central cities. And, if anything, start out-migrating because the
cities are almost beyond control. I think that is what you ‘have said.

Several weeks ago, the chaivman of the New York City School Board
testified for some time about how bad the system was. Finally, I said,
«T thought ‘you were in charge of it?” He said, “Surely you must
know that the school board does not control education in New York.”

The truth of it is, of course, that you didn’t desire to overcrowd
the school system of i’rhiladelphia with poor, disadvantaged children.
They are there, and you have to try to educate them. What you are
saying is, given the way people live and where they live today, your
system is an appalling, tragic mess. I thought you were very open in
your response to the need for reform. You think it needs to be shaken
up, but yet you say that without money you still can’t do the job.

That is the way I understand your testimony.

Dr. Suepp. Precisely.

Senator HATFIELD. {'ou can’t do the job and you are trying to live
hand-to-mouth. o

Urpan/STATE RELATIONSHIP .

I would think, too, though, that somehow ‘the State government
of Pennsylvania, as well as all State governments, have to be shaken
up &s to their relationship and their responsibility. Some of these Gov-
ernors and mayors get awfully concerned about losing authority and
mythical influence. They create a vacuum oftentimes by the failure
to give leadership to solving these problems and leave you nothing
‘but the alternative to appeal to the great father here, =~ ‘ '

" Dr. Sueop. Senator, without being facetious, in' Pennsylvania peo-
ple who run for the State legislature from the suburban and rural
areas run on a platform of “screw Philadelphia and Pittsburgh.” -

Senator Harrierp. Have what? - - B AR

Dr. SHEDD. “Screw Philadelphia and Pittsburgh.”

Senator Harrierp, That is what I thought you said. S

Dr. Suepp. Your aim isa very lofty, one, but T am afraid it doesn’
recognize the realities; the political realities that we are faced with
in-a major urban center in the Northeast in dealing with a State
legislature that gets elected tlat way. It isn’t going to happen in this
decade, Senator, L am afraid. . -« = = ' e

And it has something to do with race. I am persuaded it has a lot
to do with-race. And I am also persuaded that this is implicit in the
southern and suburban strategy of the national legislation. It has a
lottodowithrace, 70 - T e e o Ce

Senator Harrmerp. Well, I am'not going to take issiie with you,
because I am not familiar with' your political situation in ‘Pennsyl-
vania. As you described it, it sounds: appalling' that there should be
this kind of ‘value:systém employed by the’ politicil: candidates’ that
you reféer. You certainly are the victim ;“ard, more so' than you, the

‘childrern; the students are the’victims. 'You ‘represent the institution

Cy

of education, and the whole State suffers. These Fé'()plé‘ aren’t gaining
any advantage for their State;: They maj: be making' political capital
out of ‘sonic of the responses that they get, but'it certainly doesn’t
help the State. -~ w0 T T e o
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Pressure FOR Rreromes

But I Would hope that somehow again, that either through Federal
standards and, very frankly,. Federal strings, we could either lure
or. force the: States into some of these same referms that we should
practlce First of all as an evample, because we started out with the
‘basic school support. program that is going to help the poor districts
with an. equahmrmn formula As it ended up, 1t ;just ‘didn’t Work
‘out that way at all.

. So I khow a little. bit about W lmt reform we: should “have ‘in our
own State, and how difficult it is "to come by. Bat maybe. the only" club
that we haye, and maybe the only “ny we can get résponse is. tlnou«h
the club approach. :

- ‘Maybe the lure 1s too swect on approach We are o'mteful for people
'hollermw to hold the fort, keep.your finger in the dlhe and, hopefully,
we caln ‘come to the rescué in some Way—but moblhze other allies
as ;well

Dr. SHI‘DD Ttis a thanl\less ]ob and ‘thére are probablv mllhon
people in Philadelphia ywho can.do, a better job;than I can, but ‘T am
there, and somebody: has to doiit.

What J. am,; ro osing,in nationalizing. the,school districts. in 25
lm ger, cities, I,thin accomphshes three major things. First, it.imme-
.dmtely assures, tl;e fundl g.and. Stﬂ.blhtV of rograms for mllhons of
poor; children in: cities. presently being: deme equahty of educ'monal
,:opgortumtles EOHU . o Lo Pty

econd, it’ comes to Dbear. on 8, major, sect01 of | prnne natlonal mter-
est, the full mamgerml research-and development and funding:capa-
.blhty ofthe I I‘edeml,estabhshment( A dratels st o
. Third,.in the.process, it, does reheve States. and mumc1paht1es some-
What of this :burden, and ;thus freemg those resources to devote t0
their other seemingly more important priorities.. .. .

Senator MoNpDALE. Thank you: very much Mr Shedd for 0 very use-
ful statement. i dogeali b b e e
5 ..Wealso have: w1th us Dr Blanchard from P01 tland OreO‘ 0
. -:Senator Hatrrerp, Mr. .Chairman, : If .Would not ; attempt to orlve the
,lon«r pedigree. oficredentnls of:Dr: Bla;ncherd I would. only say'that
.Drl Blanchard came-into .our major:. metropohtan .part;, of. Oregon,
an area which ches problems less severe than.those which. we-heard as
far,as Philadelphia is concerned, but still facing all sorts of problems.
Dr..Blanchard, I wonld -describe; as,a man who ‘Thas—to use an. over-
used: word. perh'tps—-been very iinventive. He has dared to do. things
which demonstrate not only creativity, but a erlrnmess to.shake up
.the status quo. And when you get into "the status quoin education there
is- only one institution that,is worse as-far.as. commrtment to status
quo and that is the political institution. . i . !

He certainly has done much-to: brmonpubhc focus to these problems
.a'ld ‘hag succeeded in many. instances.; He has not had all his bond
issues passed';; but, fortunately, we:do not measure his success by, that
-alone. I am.very. proud to have Dr. Blanchard here today. to testifyas
to his elevation of the system in Portland and.the State of Oregon.

- Senator MoNDALE, Dr. . Blanchgrd, we.are,very pleased .to have you
here We have heard a'great deal about your school -system.- ‘As
matter of fact, at one pomt we had planned to hold hearings in Port-
land. So, we are delighted to have you here. Please proceed as you wish.

{ 3
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STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT W.. BLANCHARD, SUPERINTENDENT
OF SCHOOLS, PORTLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS, PORTLAND, OREG. .

Dr. Brancuarno. Thank you, Senator Hatfield, Senator. Mondale.

I know I speak for my board of education in expressing my thaiks
to this Select.Committee, for:the opportunity:to testify here -today
on an issue that is a matter of national crisis. On that score:I am in
agreement with my colleague Mark Shedd. I think that-Sengtor Hat-
field intimated our problems in the city. of Poriland vary substantially
]i&rl} <(iiegree {rom those outlined by Superintendént. Shedd, but not in
- "Senator Monpare. How many students in your school system 2

Dr. Brancuarn, We have about 74,000, Senator. : - =+« -

Senator MonpaLe. What is the white-blackratio? - - .-

Dr. Brancuarp. The black enrollment in the public schools is about

:8 percent. The total minority enrollment is.about 10:

~Senator Monpare. Do you have Mexican Ameficans® = « 1 .

BT l'; FEE B

Senator MonpaLe. What is your per pupil expenditure ;¢ -
Dr. Brancuarn. About $800. Our budget in contrast to that de-
scribed by Superintendent ' Shedd ' is’ about '$70 million, while his is
$360 million. We have in our inner city schools most of the problems

‘that weré very giaphically and excellentiy portrayed in' Mark Shedd’s
‘analysis, the'saine problems with réspéct t6'a¢hievement, but on' a'much
‘more narrow. scale and not ‘a8 widely'affccting the entire’ ¢ityschiopl

EESE ELRA A2 HaR

system'as he described, =+ - e S Pl
. -Sénator Har¥ierp. May I'1nté1'"ruf[)t’ “at this point, to'give'a furthér
statistic'to'show to the chairman of the committeée ‘the uniqueness of

‘‘‘‘‘

‘your systein as it'telatés to the minotity. We hive! it the éntire State

of Oregen about 2 million péople of Which 2 percent dre ndnwhite.
Of that 2 percent, it breaks dovn’'to’about'1 'pércent black and 1 per-
cent othier non-Cancasins, Tiidians, Spanish-speaking Americins; and
it total’ popiilationof biack,

- o F ot . t

I belieye, 95 percent residé in Portland, = " : A
" Conséquently we haye 4 full focus'and tlié'full concentration-6f the
minority ifi this'ons city, as contrasted to’the problems in ‘thie’¢ities in
the rest of the State. . SR AN

]

;. A A e s e ategtge A N R Ve
* . Dr.'BraNcHARD: Yes; sit; ' Sénator."And 'l think thidt same tontrast

¢an'be cited for the' metropolitin area of Portl and as well. In other

‘words, the black population isin the eity: T A

ST e e
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* ProperTy” TAXES AND. THE SCHOOLS

In many States, as was recently highlighted throughtlié California

‘Supreine ‘Court decision—that Iandark decision-~State upport for

elementary and secondary programs depends héavily upon’property
tax levies. Typical of this heavy réliance upon property tax is the-State
of Oregon where in the fiscal year just ended, 1970-71, there weré' $300
million ih property taxes levied ~lbca1]y"»for‘*'6‘;’)’érati'n‘g"-‘s'u§)port of
Oregon schools, an amount equal to 72 percent.of the schoo _district
operatingeosts. ' i ob s hd e ] o

. As Senator Hatfield indicated earlier, this has representéd a steady
‘decline since the early'1950’s ' from ‘approximately 40'percent’down to

‘abouit 22 percent, and as'the formula’ affects the city of Poitland, we

e e R AN SIS Rivsiis
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are _:i,t' 18 percent—because of the equalized valuation behind cach
pupil. R - : ‘ §

An additional $29 million in property taxes were levied for costs
related to capital expenditures, an amount equal to nearly 100 percent
of total school district budgets for such purposes. ‘

There is virtually no State aid for capital construction in the State
of Qregon. - ' ‘

Clearly such heavy dependence on real estate taxes for public edu-
cation makes schools particularly sensitiveto factors which malke prop-
erty taxes an inflexible, unstable, or otherwise inadequate source of
revenue. Although the reasons for the inflexibility, instability, and in-
adequacy of ‘property taxes for the support of @ major community
enterprise such as the schools may vary somewhat from State to State,
they are ever-present and ever-severe in their impact at least during
the last decade.

As a matter of fact, I think the success in the State of Oregon and
in many other States throughout the country, has shifted from approxi-
mately a 70-30 percent favorable vote of the people to just the reverse,
a 80-70 percentnegative vote. - '

Basic INFLEXIBILITY

A major factor rendering real estate taxes inflexible and unstable
is the need to obtain annual voter approval of tax levies no matter
what economic, political, or other vicissitudes may prevail at the time.
Although Oregon has a unique constitutional provision permitting
school districts to levy annually, without voter approval, property
taxes equal to a tax base which may have been established at a’gen-
eral election, and although school districts muy increase tax revenues
by 6 percent each year above such legal tax base, the limitations of

‘property taxesin Oregon remain critical.

Indeed the fact is that only a small number of schools in my State
have been able to obtain voter approval of a tax base sufficient to
support more than @ skeletal school program. The bulk of our school
districts have tax bases so low that they join the thousands of school
districts around the Nation in seeking annual approval of property
tax levies by the voters. ‘ : g

Because of such fiscal uncertainty planning is at best problematic,
and even survival is presently in jeopardy. As a matter of fact, the
school district of Portland will dramatically shortchange approxi-
mately 74,000 students this year. The doors will close early in May,
representing close to a' month’s shortening of the school year, in the
absence of sufficient operating funds.

- Senator MonpaLE. Would you yield there? S '

-All over the country, the.old 9-month school year is like the old
horse and buggy. You are lucky to get 8 months now. : o

.

- Dr. BLancuarp. That is correct, sir.

Senator MonpaLe. T think Marlk Shedd said he is colbsing'dn May 17.
You are closing around May 5. We heard Chicago is closing- 12:days
early. ... . v . T

Dr. Brancuarp. We normally close somewhat earlier than the Penn-
sylvaniaschools... .. . : . oo o .
Senator MonpALe.. The  Ohio. superintendent- who was to_testify

today, could not.be with us.because he js going.to have to close his
schools in October. That is corre, .t,isn’t it?

31
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Dr. Brancuarp. Yes; school districts in Ohio, particularly, who
operate on a calendar fiscal year, run out of money in the late fall.
Hence their closing at that time of the year is a very natural conse-
quence of their budgetary situation, ' C

Senator MoxpaLE. Apparently we are deschooling America.

Dr. Brancuarp. We are certainly not, under those circumstances,
moving toward Senator Hatfield’s very sound direction he proposes
on year-round operation.

The board of education in making this decision did it on, I think, a
very calculated basis. The had.in earlier times of fiscal crises emascu-
lated various Portland school programs with selective cuts, including
such matters as athletics, which were immediately revived by the pub-
lic’s subscription while kindergarten went out the door. -

Senator HarrreLp. Let me interrupt at this point. I'have shared with

_the chairman.and other members of this committee, Dr. Blanchard,

the unique innovative program that you have adopted there. Develop-
in the areas; and, also a better racial mix of the school district. How
does this financial picture relate to that program ? -And, would you
briefly describe that for the committee at this point?

ing some districts-and having: greater identification with é')eople living

Move T0 DECENTRALIZATION

‘Dr. BLANCHARD. Yes; it is a vely ﬁl);picail de&elobhlent n‘ationally,

_the move toward greater decentralization of our schools. While Phila-

delphia, which ;ﬁr. Shedd commented on- earlier,: is. dramatically

larger; still a_school system ywith a bureaucratic organization,-a $70
' miﬁion budget, and operating with clientele of 74,000 students isavery
- large organization for dealing, effectively.with the average citizen. !

. . We have moved to three: decentralized. areas. with citizen.boards,

including stuc_lénts.dn those boards, as well as staff boards:wwhich malke
recommendations both as, to. preparation .of  the, budget -and.also, the

‘operation of those subsystems. We.are relying on the central operation

of the school system to devote its primary attention to only two areas.
One is management services, in which size is an-asset, such as;in the
field of purchasing, and in the evaluation of programs. We no longer
attempt to impose educational programs designed for the Yocal schools
and the areas, but expect them  to initiate such developments at those
levels, but to be held accountable for, their evaluation. !

3

. -Senator Harrierp. Why did you design these,.spbdistricts‘ as related

Dr, Brancuarp. To reflect what we believe is a healthy cross section
of the city’s population, not only racially, but also socioeconomically,
which may be even more basic.. ;. -

Senator Moxpare. Did you use busing to accomplish that ?

Dr. Brancuar, It is by no means accomplished; Senator Mondale,
to the extent that.is envisioned in the recommendations I have made
to the board. We have attended to the issue:at the :high school-level.
We have presented:proposals for:the creation of middle schools ‘to
the citizens of Portland. They informed us.that they were not enthu-

siastic by a 2-to-1 vote, and now we aveimoving to alternatives to' con-

tinue what I still feel is basically a sound direction. - : ,
Senator MoxparLe.: Do you have any majority black schools? -

" Dr. Brancuarn. Yes, sir. We have six such elementdry schools. -

08-412—71—pt. 16A—3 "
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., Senator Monpare. -Even though you haye only 8 percent blacks
_in the school system? .., ,, . i S
- -Dr. BuaNncuaARD. That is correct. These are the inner city schools
that Dr. Shedd described earlier that,are very typical of the educa-
tional environment earlier’ described though' representing a mmnch
smaller number of such schools. . - .- L -
. Senator Harrmrp. Let me point out there, too—for the record—
we have an open housing program in our State. This is a housing
pattern situation, as-we have seen in many other communities, that
-has created- these all-black:schools or these majority black schools.
- They are not locked in, in the sense of failure to sell real estate and
- housing elsewhere, but it becomes, again, a relationship to the lack
of education, the lack of skill, the lack of economics to move out of the
ghettos: So it is a de facto situation. But I wanted to point out- that,
.even.though we have moved 'on the legislative front, the economic,
- educational problems have not been resolved. _ o =
- 'Dr. BraNcHARD, And that is roducing some dividends, through
‘board: of education action as welf,)'but the issue is still a large anc{;a
major oneforus. « - - S ‘ 3

LecisLaTivELY Pmascnmz-m Frxep Costs

.. The second very significant factor which has not been commented
on’ earlier—rendering real estate tax resources too inflexible—has
been’ ac¢centuated:'and accelerated by persistent actions on the part of
the State and Federal Governments in passing legislation which re-

“'sults-in higher fixed costs in the charges for local school districts.
“Increases -which, in' virtually all’ cases, can’ only be passed to the
local“property taxpayer—often: st the’ expense’ of basic educational
‘programs, Every time Congress raises the Social Security rate; every
_time: the State legislature enacts new changes in’ retirement, work-
'man’s compensation, tinemployment compensation, mandatory insur-
—ance coverage and 'so forth, school districts must absorb these costs,
“and’ the local property taxpayer is the only source of such revenue.
lUnha.ppily‘_thése‘s?:yrb'ckeﬁing fixed costs have little if anything to'do
“with reading, writing; and arithmetic. =~ - ¢ ¢ 0 e i
* “If there'is any truly. alarming.trend fin school district finance in
“ the:past 5 years, this is'it. Squeezed between mounting fixed charges on
_one hand and a bitterly complaining property taxpayer on the other,
“'sthool boards are caught in"an impossible fiscal vise, N otwithstanding
the inflationary rise that has occurred in the past several years, this
still is ¥ major factor, at least in ourexperience, . - T -

AN

. , COMPETIN(‘}"_‘CI;AIJ\'VIS\‘."’f S
+_Contiibuting to this jeopardy isthe fact that school districts earlier
‘have-had a high-priority-claim .on property: taxes as price revenue
~sources:: We ‘all 'know ‘a multiplicity and: a‘growing number of local
-governmental ‘agencies ‘and subdivisions -have been created by legis-
lators to function for one purpose or another, authorizing them to levy
real estate ‘taxes: so too hasthe resistance of voters grown to the com-
peting appeals of the diverse taxing bodies.:” - "~ ¢ - T
A:récent-survéy in my.own: State revealed over 800 Tocal units of
governinent. in-addition to cities, counties, and school districts, nearly
alldepending heavily on the property tax for survival. = .. -
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Dot e Ty THE URBANG CENTER™ vean 0 o i,
T N R N T T PRI L N T e T LI T R ST T K SRR YR TRy
" Problesin ‘oblainiiig ‘sdeqyats locs] support fok Sehidols aie, bs
" we know, intensified to a crisis point for large city schools. Underlying
.. the ,operation of all city schogl systenis,of course s, the tremendous
.change taking place in the social-economic stricture of the core city.
The. massiye ﬁisi{ul)pibn. of .social balance in the central.city requires
compensatory, high-cost educationsl programs for the increasing nim-
bers of poor children:. . - i bl L b i s
... In my,own city, as-in other;lavge cities, vast nui;ibgrs,of,. established,
life-long residents are migrating to the suburbs, and are being repliced
‘by-in-migrants in :the lower Social-economic categori,es-..‘T%.osé who

~ léave ave generally middle class, educated and skilled,.and historically
llaL\ze\(oteﬁyesonschool levies. . ... e o
.- Obviously, any.meaningful attempt, to combat this niassive disrup-
“‘tion’ of soclal balance educationally requires more than'the-average
- amount. of expenditure. Yet State legislatures generally give to the
central city.school systems substantially less money per. child.in basic
.school support than is allocated to surrounding. school districts. This
. is because of the fso-calle'd.e_qua:l_iziiti’on'fOrmuf s. originally intended
..toresolve financing inequities: « .. . . Lt e e T
... Such- factors; 50, adverse: to. providing extra “funds’ for core. are:
schools may be beyond' the powers of legislatures to resolve:. Indeed,
should uniform tax support for school programs be required, as has
now been held by the California Supreme Court; the need for enviched
.- educational programs in the central city may be tragically ignored.
. The significant, although insufficient, funds, to assist in combating
_ the more Intense education problems of the disadvantaged which have
"-been secured by my district from the Federal Government under Title
" I appropriations and from the State of Oregon by virtue of a modest,
speeial appropriation from the legislature—may be in jeopardy if
conrts generally are to  require uniform financing og education
programs. ' '
© . Senator MoNpALE. You see the California Supreme Court case’as a
mixed blessing, even though you receive only about-18 percent of your
‘support now from the State.level, because.you see the meager state
compensatory educational. funds—Title I funds that you now receive
may beinjeopardy? - .- o p 0T T
 Dr. Brancuarp. That is a possibility, Senator. I must say that I
have read the decision and I think that the reasoning used is gener-
~ ally unimpeachable as'it relates to equal educational opportunity of
young people. - e : _ S

[ BN

Crry Scuoor, OperaTioN Has UNIQUE ProBLEMS

I think, however, this specific decision can have the effect of over-
looking that which we are discussing. Namely, the unique problems of
city school .operation, our loss-of middle-class population, which.is
increasing, and also the fact that the higher equalized assessed valua-
-tion frequently characterized of the large city is beginning to decline
as industrial organization is moving out into the suburbs, Of course,
if the latter continues then the effects of that decision may eventually,
over time, work itself out. But we in the cities have immediate prob-
lems which are much greater than would be resolved by that decision.

3
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Senator MonparLz. You have raised a good question. Title I has been
oorly financed, as you know. It is about a third. But from what I have
Been' able to tell, most of those finds have gone to the poor, which is
almost unique in aiy Fedéral, State, or local support program. .
Normally money flows in inverse relation to need. This is the one
- program that has apparently, with all of its problems, tended to
flow in the reverse fashion, toward need. You have a similar small pro-
gram enacted by the Oregon legislature. ’ )
 The political people in this country who really make the decisions
~don’t see miich of a stake for their children in Title I; and, as a result,
it has been very'difficult to generate'decent funding in Title I.
I think all of us have atremendous stake in that program,but that is
“‘not. the political reality I fear. So wouldn’t we be better off with the
general aid formula which had broader public support, assuming you
could work' out the ‘other’ problems, then ‘continuing -our hopes in
‘Title I? Lo e
" Dr., BuanceArp.  Well, I'think that you are saying that the gencral
‘aid formula with an'effort such as Title I, 'or did I misunderstand? "
- Senator MoNpare. I think that is the way it would probably come
""out. That would be the legal structure. But what would be the political
effect? Where :would the support go? Would they say, “Well, we are
“spending money through general aid so that we needn’t spend as much
for Title I” ¢ . S S '
Dr. Bancuarp. I think any ‘general aid formula that does not take
into account the unique problems facing the urban school systems of
-this Nation would be to our immense disadvantage, However, I think
" that the decision of the California court is equally applicable in Oregon
where the average’ evaludtion behind each 'pupil is abont $30,000 per
“child, but the range is $16,926 to’' $742;000 'per child. But'I think it
~réquires additionial urban effort.” - o

" REHABILITATION AND MAINTENANCE CosTS

~:* Beyond the pressing need'for extra‘funding for enriched educational
'Emgmmsfor the deprived urban'center lies the pressing need to're-
- habilitate or replace eroded school buildings: Almosthalf of the school
- buildings in .my city foriexample are over 50 -years old and: have re-
ceived limited maintenance over the years because of inadequate funds.
- This is an operational area to which weé turn very quickly to save
money. - ' . ‘ , A,
.~ .As a matter of fact, Dr. Shedd indicated that they moved main-
tenance to a 4-day schedule. We have likewise, in the context of the
shortened school year. Although we could well require $150 million
in plant rehabilitation and renewal, a ' modest’ first stép in obtaining
voter approval of a $36 million bond issue was defeated this spring
by a 2-to-1 margin. , o G
Clearly one of the very things that will acceierate the exodus of
the 1r_ndc‘lle class from the central cities is school buildings made op-
pressive by the erosions of half a century. Correction is apparently
beyond the will or capacity of the local .taxpayer to rectify, and this
will and capacity in relation to'schools in the innercity must be speci-
ally judged against the backdrop of the increasing need for local tax
_dollars to support growing police and fire départments and the many

Lo
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other agencies required in the urban.core and on which they are de--
pendent for their liealth. . SR - , :

No matter how imaginative plans may be for utiliziirg property as
the - major, source for-schiool support, the decision. it seems to me, is
inevitable, and it.ought to be imminent at all levels of government that
the schools will die as viable institutions unless we more successfully
find other major sources of revenue for the schools.

* State TAx SOURCES .

Unhappily the State governments, even when they wish to do other-
wise, can m})pure_ntly doﬁittle at the present time to alleviate the plight
of local school districts. No matter what their tax structures, State
after State is struggling, and often most unsuccessfully, with the
mounting demands on its fiscal resources. Oregon, for exanple, placing
chief reliance on the personal and corporate income taxes, has fisca
problems which are critical. Indeed, the State’s desperate financial .
situation several years ago led to a raid on our veterans trust fund in
an effort to balance the State general fund budget IR

Unable to secure major fiscal reform in one i;cgislative session after
another, the 1971 Oregon Legislature enacted several additional
minor taxes, a 5-cent increase in the cigarette tax and an additional
$10 automobile license fee to be shared by cities and counties. Even
these have been deferred by citizen petition, a uniquely Oregon phe-
nomenon, and their imposition will be delayed until the 1972 general
election, or négated, as a result of that petition.

Oregon is one of five remaining States which do not have a retail
sales tax. Every attempt to secure voter approval of such a tax has
failed, and the most recent attempt several ycars ago lost by an 8-to-1
ratio. L X ' :

The fiscal plight in Oregon has resulted in a declining role in State
participation of funding in -public education on which T have already
commented—Mr. Chairman, I have provided you with a chart re-
flecting that decline. - L : : Lo :
Tue Last Resort , ,

It seems to me that the dependency of all of the people in this Na-
tion on education as a national concern, argue for t%e .use of national
resources to support it. Surely the courts have held ‘that the right to
education is protected by constitutiona] considerations. Surely we rec-
ognize the courts’ findings in legislation at the national level, assuring .
the right to equality of education for all children. :

It appears that the major restraining:factors—the inequity of re-
sources, the instability and inflexibility of real estate taxes, the archaic
and constitutionally-frozen tax provisions, the flight from the cities,
the stranglehold of voters impeding tax reform, the. revolt of tax-
payers—can be mitigated only at thenationallevel. .. = .-, S

In spite of the tremendous fiscal problems facing Congress, it has a
taxing power, obviously far. e:;ceegin ‘that of .any. locality and far
more capable of assuring more equitable tax impact throughout the -
Nation. Congress has acted courageously:in taking first steps in pro-
viding aid toeducation in many ways. . : S -

Surely the plight of the innercity schéols and the youngsters livin
in ghetto arcas have been immeasurably aided by the categorical aid .

*{‘a; .
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from this level 'of government. But, just as surely, these are only the

first steps that have been taken by Congress and T sez no alternatives |

but to obtain, adequatefunding at the nationallevel.: . =

‘The nature of this aid is in itself a subject Tequiring more thorough
exploration,” but*in 'my experience: it :scems to-me that our answer
cannot be found at this time in history by more categorical-aids which

have heretofore been prevalent.. Local school districts must have not’

only additional Federal dollars, but they must have flexibility in utiliz-

ing those dollars for the diverse problems. which they face, and for

all children which they haveenrolled. . :

neo ’SQlﬁdovL SYsmﬁs‘ AécOUNi;AB;LITY Crmmicrzep -~
I'am mindful of ‘the comments of Senator Hatfield and you, Sen-

ator Mondale, ‘questioning what kind of strings would one be will-

ing to extend. It is my conviction that the school systems of this Nation

are subject to severe criticism in the way in which they have been ac-

countable for dollars that they have spent.- And I realize that such
accountability must be an accompanying feature of general aid. How-
ever, I'do not believe that the initiation of specific programs in re-
sponse to local conditions can safely. or effectively be:1implemented
from the national level any more than I contend that I can do it

from my oflice as superintendent of schools.

I think what is required is a:much stronger educational audit com-

ponent. I made a recommendation, not too long ago, that such an
audit might be an appropriate organizational accompaniment of the
State Departments of Education tﬁu‘oughout the country. That audit
structure would have to be taken out of the line organization and re-
port directly to the commissioner of education or State superintend-
ent. Leadership should be jointly appointed by the U.S. Commissioner
of Education. The charge of sucli an agency monitor would be to the
results of the use of Federal moneys or State moneys and thereby ac-
count for educational gains'or Josses. « ' . ol e

Senator MonpacLz. Thank you very much, Dr. Blanchard, for a most
useful statement. St

Senator Hatfield. o o

.Senator HatrieLp. Thank you, Mt Chairman.

1

'Dr. Blanchard, you have performed a weryl lielpful 's'ex{vice here this -

morning.

Would you have any estimate at"all in tlie broidest of terms as to "
the amount of Federal support that would be'necessary to‘inifuse these
local school districts with adequate support which is now:missing? "~ "

. Dr.' Buaxcuarp.! Well, obviously Superintendent Shedd and I are
somewhat in disagreement, although I think'his dramatization of

urban school probléms is dramatic and reflects the génuine ‘concerns -

that he has in Philadelphia. I féel that while we have been sliding
down the rope during'the past. decade, Mark Shedd is obviously in
midair, and we haveé a few knots or two left in the rope.' T think that

as recommended by Thomas Billings in the' recent issue 6f Phi Delta -

Kappa in situations comparable to Philadelphia it may be that a

Federal or-State trusteeship is the only ansiver to the enormous prob-

lems that they are confronting. However, Federal operation does not -
always renresent an improvement, as withessed by the Washington,

D.C..public schools.
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More generally I feel that urban centers require a'minimum of 25

percent of operating costs from Federal funds if they areto respond

to the grave problems before them. S :
Senator HatrieLp. From the Federal Government,sir?
Dr. BrancuARD. That is correct, sir. ot

Senator HaTFreLp. Now, without an implication here Of trying to;'

})lay one against the other would you have your basic financial prob-
time in the State of Orégon? @/ ~ : :

Dr. Brancraro. I think that the problems and the social conditions
and economic conditions reflected in a city such as Portland could,
were they to remain static, be resolved financially along with the Fed-
eral contribution. =~ - - e T o '

Senator Hatrmerp. That is what I meant. Let the record show that
we are not eliminating all these other problems that contribute to the
educational dilemma, nor are we trying to compare apples and oranges,

ems corrected if you were getting 50-percent State ait(l at this point in;
e v s _1,\:;,3_2.:|g.1- A

and so forth, and come out with peaches. There are distinctive charac-

teristics of the two areas, and I am just trying-tofind here again
whetlier or not money in itself, in a simplistic approach, is going to
cure all the problems. I think that you would be the first two men to
sayno. - R T , I _
Dr. Brancearp. I think neither of us would make that contention.
Senator HATFIELD. When you comment, Dr. Blanchard, on the fact
that the Federal Government has fiscal problems’-;ahd we have great
taxing powers, and we could more equitabl “distribute the tax load
around the country—I just want to make this® comment, It is not a
uestion in my view of the capacity to distribute tax burden, nor 1is 1t
&e real fiscal problem that we have here. I think we have money to
handle these problems. I think the Federal Government has ample
money to correct all the ecological problems of air pollution, water
pollution.
ALLOCATION oF RESOURCES

To me it is & question of how we allocate the resources that we now
have, and merely adding more resources. Taking such resources from
the taxpayer, to me, will not solve the problem. And I know that today
the major concern of the public is the economic situation. But basically
they ignore it and they put their head in the sand, because they are
tired and weary and worried about war and military spending. But as
long as you take two-thirds out of every tax dollar, as we are doing, and
allocate it to military expenditures—with a minimum of impact on our
economy—ie are not going to solve our economic problems, nor our
education problems, nor our ecological problems.

Tt is not & question of having money or not having money. We have
it, but we are spending it in such a stupid way. )

I do not want to ever neglect an opportunity to make this point.
I think that until people like Senator Mondale and others wage this
battle, we cannot offer you any hope of solving the problems that you
have presented us, today, or any other socioeconomic problems in this
country, as I see it, until we can mobilize enough interest so that if
and when, God willing, this thing is undone—that we have been doing
over there in Southeast Asia—the pressure will not be on to get a tax
reduction instead of meeting these other needs.

Yio.
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‘Let me tell you right now, I can see it building, It is now becoming
a question of what kind of a greater tax cut we will get. We are going
to get a tax cut of some kins to stimulate the economy, and yet the
President himself is saying we must cut Federal expenditures making
it exclusively in the people programs. He exempts the very budget—
the military budget—that takes the largest percentage of our tax dol-
lar, $78 billion. This is the third largest budget in the world, exceeded -
only supposedly by Russia and China. Qur military budget is greater
than the national budgets of France, Great Britain, and Germany.

Yet we are not getting any hope from the administration that we
are going to cut the budget here to help the economy. So all I am say-
ing is I hope you will carry the message—at least from one Senator—
that I am totally sympathetic. And, that there is a relevance between
my battle on the war front and trying to help solve the educational
problems—even though many of my constituents cannot see it that way.

Dr. Buanomarp. I did not indicate, Senator, that additional Federal
funds were required. ,

Senator MonparLe. We have a chance right now to vote against
cloture. We will take Senator Hatfield’s challenge and go over and
try to end the draft. :

Thank you very, very much for your most useful contribution.

The committee is in recess, to reconvene at 10 a.m., on Wednesday,
inroom 1318, of the New Senate Office Building.

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the Select Committee was recessed, to
reconvene at 10 a.m., on September 22, 1971, in room 1318, of the New
Senate Office Building.)
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WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 22, 1971

U.S. SENATE
SeLeEcr COMMITTEE ON

Equar EpucatioNan OPPORTUNITY
Washington, D.C.

The Select Committee met at 10:10 a.m., pursuant to call, in room
1318, of the New Senate Office Building, the Honorable Walter F.
Mondale, chairman of the committee, presiding.

Present: Senator Mondale. )

Staff members present: William C. Smith, staff director and gen-
eral counsel ; Donn Mitchell, professional staff; and Leonard Strick-
man, minority counsel.

Senator MoNpaLE. The committee will come to order. This morn-
ing we are pleased to hear from Mr. Joel S. Berke, director of educa-
tional finance and governance program, policy institute of the Syra-
cuse University Research Corp., and Mr. James A. Kelly, program
officer in public education of the Ford Foundation, New York %ity.

You will please come to the witness stand. I understand that yoa
will submit your testimony and then I will question you as a team.
T would say ‘you have a substantial statement. It might be best that

you proceed.

STATEMENT OF JOEL S. BERKE, DIRECTOR, EDUCATIONAL FI-
NANCE AND GOVERNANCE PROGRAM, FOLICY INSTITUTE OF
THE SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY RESEARCH CORP.

Mr. Berge. Senator, on behalf of my colleague, Mr. Kelly, and my-
self, I want to thank you for the opportunity to be here todag. I
think it might be useful if I indicate at the outset what we under-

stand our role to be this morning.

We are here not to push a particular point of view or to make
a statement calling for some particular action. We are here to sketch,
as well as we can, the financial implications of equal educational
opportunity, that is to discuss the way the educational fiscal system
works and what its relationship is to equal educational opportunity.

We will have recommendations to make and will make our prefer-
ences known, but we don’t see that as our primary role today.

Senator Moxpare. Then that's excellent. I do want to press you a
little bit on your own view as to what we ought to be doing, but the
record still needs careful analysis of how the financial support system
for our schools works and what the relationship is between the present
system’s inequality, and then, move from there to some suggestions
for solutions.
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Mr. Berke. Onr testimony, which you have, consists, essentially, of
four sections. It's a team effort, and we'll divide it up for purposes of
convenience this morning with me starting with the first two and Mr.
Kelly with the third and fourth sections, but we would like to take
questions, if we could, as a team.

Senator MonpaLe. That will be fine. v

Mr. Berke. Let me just indicate that the four sections will be, first,a
discussion of different conceptions of equal educational opportunity;
second, an analysis of how the current financial system aiFects those
views of equal educational opportunity ; a discussion of the causes of
why the system affects equal educational opportunity as it does; and
fourth, a section on recommendations,

CarrrorNIA SurreME Courr Divisiox

Let me begin by saying that we are delighted with the timing of
these hearings. They couldn’t be more opportune. The recent decision
of the Supreme Court of California has brought an unprecedented
degree of attention to the ways by which we finance the public schools
of this Nation. What is most valuable about this new public concern
is that it is focused not simply on the question of adequacy of financ-
ing—in other words, do we have a sugicient total amount to run the
schools—but rather, it's addressed primarily to the equity of educa-
tional finance—in other words, are the burdens and benefits of school
support fairly distributed.

In short, by declaring that California’s system of school support—
whielt is n fairly typical system of school support—unconstitutional
because it discriminates against children who live in poor communi-
ties, Serrano versus Priest pointed a spotlight at a neglected area of na-
tional disgrace—the persistent patterns of inequity in school finance.

Senator Monpavr. Is there any State today in which the school dis-
trict does not rely upon real estate tax exaluations?

Mr. Berge, Senator, I would say that there is possibly only one
State in this Nation which would not be subject to the same kind of
attack as that madein Serrano versus Priest,and that would be Hawaii.

Senator Moxpare. What do they have, a State-supported system?

Mr. Berke. That's right, Senator. The problem quite simply with
these financial inequities is that they guarantee that children who
come from the most wealthy and prestigious communities will ordi-
narily be provided with the best education the publie schools can give,
while those who begin life with the disadvantages of impoverished
family and neighborhood backgrounds will be relegated to second-
class schools. A better definition of inequality of educational oppor-
tunity would be hard to devise.

We know, sir, that you will be having a session next weelk, I believe
it is, with Professor Coons, Mrs. Carey, and Professor Yudof, to go into
the Serrano decision in some detail. We won't stay with it long, there-
fore, but I do want to make one more comment about that case: the
California case will not give us a solution to the problem of inequality
of educational opportunity. Even if that decision comes to be the pre-
vailing law of the land it will provide only an opportunity, not an
answer: only a starting point for reform, not an antidote to the unfair-

ness and irrationality of the present system of finance. Justice Sulli-
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van’s opinion says only that the school finance systems should not “in-

‘vidionsly discriminate against the poor by making the quality of a

child’s education a function of the wealth of his parents and neighbors.”

‘DecisioN A CHALLENGE To ALL

How oducational resources should be allocated is a matter for leg-
islatures to determine, and the range of alternatives and their differing
offects on equality of opportunity 1s very broad. Serrano versus Priest,
therefore, is a challenge; a challenge to State legislatures, to this com-
mittee, and to the Congress of the United States to dovelop techiiques
and systems of public finance that help rather than hinder the quest
for equal educational opportunity. We are taking as our challenge to-
day and in the future to help this committee and other policymakers
to understand the seriousness of financial problems of inequity and
some of the alternativesthat may resolveit.

Senator Monpare. By that do you mean that the Serrano cuse, if it
were the national rule of lnw, simply says that no State may permit,
in offect, unequal financial inputs into school systems but it does not
answer the question of how best to apply financial resources or the
question of how best to assure that the money is wisely spent for the
best effort 2 Is that what you're saying here?

Mr. Bericr. T would ngree, but I would phrase it just u little differ-
ently. Serrano versus Priest, ns I understand it, says only that the re-
sowrces available to the schools may not be determined by the wealth
of a particular community within the State.

Senator MoxpaLe. Yes.

M. Berie. Now, thispermits a variety——

Senator MoxpaLe. Within the district?

Mr. KeLny. District, right.

Mr. Berke. Variations in wealth among districts may not, accord-
ing to Serrano, determine the quality of the schooling; only the wealth
of the State as a whole,

I think the point is that one permissible alternative as a result of
Serrano versus Pricst is equal vesources per child in the most obvious
senso of equal dollar expenditures. But other alternatives are also
permissible, A State may fecus, as_your own statement yesterday
opening these hearings, I believe, indicates, may focus resources much
more heavily in areas of educational disadvantage, to take one example.

The point is that Serrano versus Priest says the only thing that’s
ruled out is that local district, by its wealth, may not determine the
level of schooling.

Senator Moxpare. And of course, the Serrano case leaves, as you
mentioned, interstate differences.

Mr. Berke. Intrastate, interdistrict.

Senator Moxnare. No, T mean the difference between, say. the ability
of the State cf Mississippi to deliver decent resources within any dis-
trict ns compared to, say, New York State or one of the other wealthier
indnstrial States, at least at this point, is not. accepted as a Federal rule.
It conld be. It conld evolve into that, but that, I think, is a very
important element.

T think some of these poor rural States are unable. despite efforts,
to give decent minimum education. Do we have any figures on that?
Are vou going to be dealing with interstate differences?

42 -

e i




6640

Mr. Berke. We'll not be emphasizing interstate differences in our
testimony today. We have some data, however, that does note those
and we’lP,be happy to supply them, , :

Senator MoNpare. All right. Then, I would ask the staff to make
certain the record shows some of the crucial data about interstate dif-
ferences, including effort per capita.* For example, Mississippi has 2
per pupil expenditure of $495; New York, $1,245. Of course, there
are differences in the cost of education.

In Mississippi, there are school districts that only pay $283, but
I thinlk I should also sny that Mississippi is probably making a higher
effort for the small tax base that they have, so I'd like to have some data
that shows this difference. Very well.

Mr, Berke. Mr. Chairman, I would just call your attention to the
fact that owr testimony today is a summary of a larger report we’ll be
submitting to your committee, and we’ll deal with differences of that
kind in that report.

Senator MoxpaLe. Oh, good. That will take care of the report.

. Mr. Berke. Now, Mr. Chairman, I think it would be useful to be-
gin the substantive part of our discussion by discussing the notion of
equal educational opportunity and trying to provide some clarity in
an area where there’s often vagueness. Our intent is to help this
conmittee to sort out these various suggestions and to see their
implications.

Two Magor DisTINCIIONS

As a start, we wonld suggest that there are two major distinctions.
In the first category are those conceptions of equal educational oppor-
tunity which emphasize equity in the distiibution of educational
services and their outcomes. The second major perspective sees equality
In education primarily in terms of how the cost3 of education are dis-
tributed. Most conceptions of equality of eduecational opportunity
suffer, we would suggest, because they fail to concern themselves with
both sides of the problem—equity in the distribution of education as

.well as equity in bearing their costs.

Wo turn now to the first category of conce{))ts of equal educational
opportunity, and we begin with what is probably the most widely pre-
vailing concept, namely, absolute equality or identity in the level of
educational services accorded to all children. Such a view frc:}illently
measures the level of services in terms of equal per pupil expenditures
or equal expenditures adjusted for cost differentials or else by some
crude index of the quality of education, such as equal pupil/teacher
ratios or the lilze.

This view of the requirements of equal opportunity in education is
frequently voiced by those who have been so impressed and distressed
by the marked disparities in school services that they turn to its con-
verse—absolute equality—as a ready remedy. Besides stressing its sim-
plicity, those who favor this test also suggest it as a useful minimum
step In moving townard full educational equality because it would
§e’vs as an immense advance over the current system which regu-
Jarly works to the disndvantage of the poor and the minorities.

It is our view, however, that this is a case where the better is the
enemy of the best, and that acceptance of a definition of equal oppor-

® Kec Part 16D, Appendix 2
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tunity in terms of equal expenditures or services for all children flies:
in the face of what we know abont the differential learning aptitudes
of children or what we take to be a dominant goal of American educa-
tion ; that is, to further social mobility. To be meaningful, we would.
" suggest a theory of equal educational opportunity must take 1nto ac-
count both the purposes of education and what we know about how
children from different backgrounds and with differing abilities learn.

And so, I'd like to turn to a conception of equal educational oppor-
tunity which is services related to educational need. A primary func-
tion of public education in America has been its role as a vehicle for
social mobility. The goal has been to equip children of moderate means
and meager status with the skills needed to compete on equal terms
in the search for a good life with children of higher station and greater
wealth. While as a personal matter education may well be seen as an.
end in itself, as a public service education is a means to a number of
civic and economic ends, chief among them being equal opportunity’
in the competition of life.

GoaLs or EquaL EbucaTioNAL OPPORTUNITY

Equal educational opportunity, therefore, should be intended to
sorve that larger goal, and as our society has come to place increasin
eniphasis on credentials, degrees, and technical training, the role o
education has become even more important in determining life chances.
Meaningful equal educational opportunity, therefore, must equip
children from uny background to compete on equal terms with chil-
dren from any other level of society.

The implications for Fublic policy that spring from this understand-
ing of the goal of equal educational opportunity are clear: More serv-
ices must be focused on those with disadvantages in their ability to
succeed in school so that when their basie education is completed, chil-
dren from differing racial and economic groups, as nearly as possible,
stand on an equal footing in terms of educational attainment with
children who began school with greater advantages.

Individual differences in achievement there must always be, but
equal educational opportunity requires that educational resources
should be distributed to offset societal and inherited impediments to
success in life. In short, equal educational opportnunity means that
services and thus expenditures should he related to educational need
as defined above. '

Now. neither Mr. Kelly nor myself would minimize the practical
difficulties in impiementing this kind of an approach to equal educa-
tional opportunity. We both know about the questionable vesults of
large-seale efforts at compensatory education. We know that educating
the children of tha poor ond of racial minorities is one of the things
American schools do woust. We are not unaware either of the evidence
of the relative impotence of schooling in comparison with out-of-school
influences on children.

In our previous research, we have both struggled with techniques for
identifving educational nced, both on the basis of admittedly imper-
foct achicvement tests and on the basis of social and economic indexes
of need. And yet. with all the problems associated with it, allocating
resources in proportion to educational need seems an indispensable
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part of a 'meaningful public policy designed to:foster equality of:
educational opportunity. We shall use this view as one of the tests by’
which we ‘s}'ml{) subsequently ‘measure the degree of incquity in the
financing of education 1n the United States, -~ .~ : S

‘Senator Monpatke. Is it your position that even though the data on
the question of theachievemnent of equal educationris vague and often
contradictory, that come down solidly that among the things that
must be done to achieve that effect must be adequate financial resources
for the schools? B RIS : - o

Mr. Berxe. Yes,sir, . SR o -

Senator Monpare. You:don’t see restructuring as an alternative that
can be substituted for the inadequacy of funds? Such things as com-
munity  control, integration, or some' of the other techniques that
presumably don’t have as great a financial implication.. .~ -

Mr. Berke. I'd like Mr. Kelly to address this question as well, but’
T think neither of us would indicate:that it’s only dollars that are
going to make a differcnce. There arc a variety of things that must
be done along with increasing resources to make our schools more et-
fective at teaching children or helping children to learn.

Senator Monpare. Didn’t Coleman indicate that -that’s what. he
thought he was going to find, but the more he looked at it, the relation-
ship of equality and achievement was far more attuned to social
economics than it was to financial input and, therefore, changed the’
nature of his recommendations? o S

Mr. KeLLy. Senator Mondale, I am aware of the length of time you
have been studying the implications of the Coleman report and tac-’
tical arrangementsto its vahdity. - , o -

Senator Monp.are. I haven’t read it. I always talk to people who
have read it—I hope they have read it, but I haven’t.

Mr. KeLuy. I think the position Mr. Berke and I would take, and
I would suggest is the only responsible position on that kind of re-
search, is that it’s not conclusive. There are giant technical flaws in
that piece of work as other people who have testified before your
committee in the past have indicated. ' _

I’'m sure Mr. Coleman himself, if he did that study today, wouldn’t
do it the same way that he did then. The inner guts of the techniques
that he used were highly influential in determining the substance of
the conclusions that he reached. I have followed the research on edu-
cational achievement and its correlations with social-economic condi-
tions, and there is no conclusive way at this point in time to establish
that school money is infinitesimally, or somewhat, or highly sig-
nificantly associated with educational achievement. '

i No Conorusive Data

- We just do not now have conclusive data on that. We have data
which do suggest that schooling in its present delivery patterns, does
not break out of the old social-economic background difficulties that
children have in school or advantages that children bring to school.
Wo are not taking an antireform position here at all, but if I could
go on for a second, there are three kinds of positions people can take
about educational finance in the public policy area. They can say, as
suggested yesterday, perhaps, the major problem is more bucks—we
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must have more dollars, we must have them fast, and they must come
by the trainload full or we’re going to die. We don’t take that position.

There’s another extreme positlon which says that sending any
dollars into_this presently corrupt systein is not only not going to
be efficient, but it’s immoral, :m(ll what we need .are shift in powers
and we need significant reforms in the techniques of education itself.

The problem is so complex, and our absolnte knowledge about what
will work and how it will work is so meager that I don't think it's
responsible to take either of those exireme positions. To say that
what we need to do is reforn schools tlu'ongﬁl integration or other
techniques, and yet, not try to attack a State and local fiscal system
that deliberately provides more money for anything that you want
to do in school to the children in rich districts rather than poor dis-
tricts does not strike me as consistent with equal educational oppor-
tunity. So we're in the middle.

Senator MoxpaLe. I think you quite rightly say that the data and
research in these speculative areas do not provide definitive answers,
but do yon know of any studies that show that more money for poor
schoolshasmade a difference

Mr. Keruy. Well, I think that there are stndies which show that
things which are purchasable through money have some relation-
ship, some association with educationnl achievement. I think that the
study* that was done by Mr. Guthrie, Mr. Levin, and others in the
State of Michigan 3 years ago using Mr. Coleman’s own data for the
State of Michigan, found that if you take the poorest on a social-
economic index, the poorest children in Mr. Coleman’s sample in
Michigan had significantly higher mathematical and achievement
tests if their teacher had higher verbal scores, and their school had
better library resources and so forth.

In other words, children of the poor did better in school where
those factors were iaigher.

Senator MONDALE. It wasn't a very big difference, though, was it 2
It wasamodestone?

Mr. KeLry. It was modest in absolute size, and again, we have to
debate the meaning of the technical argument.

Senator Moxpare. Would you, both of you, like to respond by
lettert to this whole matter and put it in the record, if yon wonld?

Mr. Berr. We'll bedelighted to.

Senator Moxpare, I think that’s pretty much what you are saying
here, hut that’s one of the central questions in_America and one of the
central questions we have to grapple with, and of conzse, we prubably
won't have an answer. We'll just have to make some discussion based
on the most likely possibility.

T find it hard to believe that money doesn’t make a difference. Chil-
dren come to school hungry, and get something to eat—tnat’s bound
to help: they have better textbooks rather than poore:: they have
better teachers rather than poorer; better facilities instead of ones
that are ugly and depressing, and I really can’t believe it wen't make
a difference. Yet, we have quite & few responsible edurator= and edu-
cational researchers who say it doesn’t make much ditference, if any.

*8eo Part 16C.
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Mr. KerLy. Well, within the money ball park itself, we are pri-
marily addressing ourselves today to the e?uity with which differing
populations have access to the dollars for whatever they wish to strue-
ture in the way of edncation. .

Senator MoNDALE. So, in essence, the question I am asking you 1s
a little off the point of your report, so we probably ought to get back
to that.

ScuooLs Less Tiraxn EFFECTIVE

Mr. Brrge. If I may make just one last comment on this topic,
because it’s one of snch’ central importance. It scems to me that if the
schools are not as effective as we wonld like them to be—and I think
they are not, as are few of our institutions, £ admit—one of the
applications of money that's not the subject matter of our comments
today, but that I wonld think deserves mention at this point, is to the
ways 1n which we can malke them more effective; the kinds of applied
research that’s needed, particularly in the arvea of teaching poor chil-
dren; some of the techniques that are being suggested for helping
teachers to teach better; not just basic research. That's important, but
applied and developmental research and some fairly, oh, what shall
I say—some fairly down-to-earth and ordinary notions about how

ou nes teachers and students’ time more effectively are needed. I be-
ieve Mr. Bailey, in his testimony or in his comments on Mr. Kirst’s
paper later in this set of hearings, will have some comments precisely
on how money can make a difference both in the research area and in,
the actual work of the teachers.

I have just been discussing the view of equality of educational op-
portunity that relates to the services side of the question. Let me turn
now to equal opportunity as equality in bearing the costs, because I
think how the costs of education are distributed 1s another important
theme in all these discnssions, and in the discussions of this committee.
T'm snre.

Indeed, much of the court’s concern in Serrane versus Priest was di-
rected to that question. Their finding that poor communities which
taxed themselves at higher rates were frequently unable to support
educational services at as high a level as richer communitics taxing
themselves at lower rates had very heavy weight in determining the
court’s decision.

. Power EqQuaLizinég PRINCIPLE

Now, one possible interpretation or one possible outcome of the
Serrano decision would be a system arranged so that communities
making equal tax effort receive equal educational services, and you will
be hearing from the persuasive spokesman for that view, who are also
Prof. John Coons and Mr. Stephen Sugarman. They argue that the
right of local school districts to select different levels of educational
offerings should be maintained, but that ench community should have
equal opportunity to select any given level of educational expenditures.

State aid would make up the difference between the yield of millage
levels in districts with differing tax bases. Thns, the State, in this view,
wonld guarantee that equal tax effort wonld produce equal education,
so far as dollars can buy it. The principle of power equalizing, as they
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call it, could theoretically be extended to the family level as well as
to the school district, but the principle remains the same. In either
case, the test of equity is the power of equal tax effort to purchase
equal services. It is consistent, it would seem, with one of the familiar
principles for judging the fairness of a revenue system: Payments in
proportion to benefits received. )

Now, while this notion of benefits in accordance with payments is
one possible definition of equity, a criterion that seems far more in
keeping with modern democratic ethics and more in keeping with the
preferences of the two witnesses today, is taxation proportional to
one's, or to a schiool district’s ability to pay. This criterion of equity
underlies the graduated income tax, for example, and would be ap-
proximated by systems of State or Federal aid for education which
used a sophisticated measure of community wealth as the criterion for
flchoo] aid allocations, or indeed, the income levels of the people of the

istrict.

Patently, for many school systems the amount of taxable property
per pupil 1s an inadequate measure of their ability to pay, and income
1s more realistic. In addition, & measure that takes account of the
greater demands of a wider variety of public services in urban areas
should also be used.

In short, in establishing a definition for equality of educational op-
portunity, the way in which costs of education are distributed is an
im¥ortant component. Qur preference in developing such a definition
is for a system which distributes the costs of education in proportion
to a realistic measure of a community’s or the individual’s ability to
pay. For educational finance, the adoption of this goal would call for
new approaches to equalization in most States of the Nation.

And I wonld depart briefly in the text at this point to indicate that
it’s most im{)ort:mt to realize that the simple statement that a State
has an equalizing system of State aid must always be examined for
its real effects and its real impact.

Conrrent SysteM oF Finaxcine Fans

In both the distribution of services and in the methods for sup-
porting these services a number of definitions of equality of educa-
tional opportunity are available. While we have expressed our prefer-
ences among these competing criteria, what is prnbagly most important
for this committee to note is that regardiess of which of these tests
of equity one wishes to apply, the current system of financing public
education in the United é)tates fails to qualify.

In short, there is no recognized test of equal educational opportunity
which our current system of education finance is able to meet. In the
next section of our testimony, we’ll turn to some examples of the evi-
dence from which we drew that conclusion.

So, we turn now to the problem of inequities in school finance,
and we present some brief data here of what the situation is. I think

-it’s useful to pnt the magnitude of American public education on the

table at this point. It’s a breathtaking enterprise. It's one which is
designed to educate all children through age 16 and at the present
time we have public schools enrolling nearlv 50 million students and
spending over $40 billion. Indeed, alinost 50 million Americans were

63-412—~71—pt. 16A——4

N

(¥ S

¥




6646

thus involved on a full-time basis in public education; move persons
than are found in any other segment of American life.

Senator MoNpALE. Do we have figures on the numbev in private
schools and the amount being spent on their education? I saw a figure
that about 12 percent of the children in this age group are in private
schools. I wondered what that number was and how much was being
spent in private education. Can we get that information? I think that
it should be included in the record.

Mr. KeLy. Senator, I believe you can get accurate figures on enroll-
ment, but there are no adequate data on expenditures in private
education.

Senator MoXDaLE. Is there a good guess ?

Mr. Keriy. We'll do our best to provide it for you.

INcrEASE 1N Scnoor EXPENDITURES

Mr. Berke, Total expenditures for public education have risen
dramatically in the last decade. They have increased by 153 percent
from $15.6 billion to $39.5 billion. During the same period enrollment
increased frem 36.1 million to 47.2 million, and that’s 36.1 enrollment
rise when expenditures rose 153 percent.

Lixpenditures for public education have risen more rapidly than
general indexes of the Nation’s wealth. Public school spending
absorbed 2.3 percent of the gross national product in 1949. By 1967,
we were spending 4 percent of the gross national product for £ hools.
During those years, the GNP increased at an average annual rate of 6.4
percent while school expenditures rose at an annual rate of 9 percent.

And as you have already indicated, Senator. these are only the
direct costs of the_public educational system. We don’t include the
private school funding and we don’t include some of the other more
wide notions of education. YWe have educational acivities in industry,
in Government, and in the Army educating millions of people. We
have the indirect costs which exist in the size of the earnings that are
foregone by students who attend school rather than cbtain employ-
inent. and indeed. the estimates of that figure are in the range of $zv
to $30 billion in 1967, assuming that a proximately three-quarters of
tlhe_chi!drcn in the age group would ]mvc been employed if they so
desire.

Senator MoxpaLe. And you could also add to that, I suppose, the
value of educational services provided at home. ‘

Mr. BergE. Yes, sir.

Senator MoxparLe. What’s the value of a middle-class college-edu-
cated nother in dealing with her children? There have been . *udies
on it—-—

M. Kevny. Particularly, the earlier years,

Senator MoNpALE. In the State of Michigan it showed that’s worth
several thousand dollars if you try to buy it.

AMr. Berge. The notion that carly education is something new is an
anomalous one when you take these factors into cornsideration and
the proposals that we ly;ave all heard for large public expenditures on
carly cducation of the disadvantaged, which shocks some people,
simply ignore the large expenditures which are currently being made
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on the earlier education of those who are more favored. In short, I agree
with you. . _

Despite the massive expenditures America is devoting to education,
we still face a fiscal crisis in education, and that’s another anomaly:.
This committee heard just yesterday the words of school superintend-
ents describing the cutbacks in educational quality they are being
forced to make because revenues do not keep up with costs—costs are
outrunning revenues—and yet, despite the serious pli%ht of many
school systems, the greatest financial crisis is not the overall inadequacy
of publc spending for education, although this is serious. The real
crisis is a crisis in equity, not adequacy, for if substantially more funds
were miraculonsly forthcoming tomorrow, under present patterns of
allocation inequality of educational opportunity wonld be as great then
as it is today.

VAnriaTIONS IN EXPENDITURES

Variationsin expenditures across the Nation are spectacular. A care-
ful study some years ago found variations of classroom expenditures
across the Nation of nearly 4 to 1, and this was after the obviously
freak or unrepresentative districts had been eliminated, and these are
figures, Senator, which appear on page 9 of our testimony.

Senator MonparLe. That will be mclnded in the record.*

Now, let's take the 98 percentile; that's $13,177 per classroom. Is that
the capital cost as well as the teaching costs ¢

Mr. Berke. I believe these are operating expenditnres.

Mr. Krivy. They exclnde eapital.

Senator MoxpaLe. The teacher and teaching materials and
cquipment—

Mr. KLy, The operating costs that are associated with that space.

Senator MoNpALE. So that some schools are spending $13,177 for
classronmns while——

Mr. Kiruy. The second percentile figure.

Senator MonparLe. While the second percentile, which is eqnivalent
at the otherend $3,410.

Mr. KeLry. Those are national figures.

Senator MoNpALE. All right.

Mr. Berge. The point of the classroom unit, incidentally, Senator,
is to get as nearly as possible to the direct cost of education and exclude
the kind of things you were mentioning.

Within individnal States high-spending districts ontspent their
low-spending neighbors by better tlln)nn 2 to 1, and a quick check of
current data which has been recently pulled together for 1969 and
1970, showed even higher ratios.

Now, the two studies are noncomparable. That table appears right
after page 10 and for each State it shows in the first column the high
expenditures, in the second column the low expenditures, and in the
third column, an index of the first to the second, so that we find that
in Alabama—or let’s look at Alaska, as an example. The high, low,
index is nearly 4 to 1—$1,800 in high expenditnres, $480 in low
expenditures.

Senator Moxpare. What’s the third column—3,771¢

*Sce prepared statement of Mr. Berke and Mr. Kelly. p. 6652,
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Mr. Berke. That’s 3.771, and it means that if you divide the low
expenditures into the high expenditures, you find that the latter are
out spending the former by nearly 4 to 1. ‘

Scnator Moxpare. Three point, not 3.000 ¢

Mr. Bergk. That's right.

Senator MoxpaLE. 3.7711 -

Mr. Berke. That was a typographical error that they appeared as
commas rather than periods. ‘

Senator Moxpare. OK.

ExtremEes 15 Per Porit, EXPENDITCRE

Mr. Berer. And you can see as you scan some of those figures that
there are, excluding even some of the obvious freak districts such as the
one in Texas which spends 20 times or $5,000 a pupil as compared with
the low expenditure districts like $264. that as youn look up and down
these columns yon find divergencies of 2. 3, 4. 5 to 1 not uncommon,
which is a shocking figure. It suggests that our society is spending five
times more recources on some children than on others, and as we shall
show subsequently, those higher expenditures are regularly devoted
to children who are more fortunate, with higher status family back-
ground and more advantages.

One of the major inequities in educational finance is that variations
in expenditures tend to be inversely related to educational need, and
the following teacher and expenditure data, I think, show that pretty
clearly Senator, if you want to look at the table which follows, what
we have done is to take some of the largest cities in the Nation and
unashamedly put right next to them their best suburban school sys-
tem. We show both expenditures per pupil and pupil teacher ratios.
We are not snying that we are comparing averages. We are comparing
contrasts.

Senator MoxnarLe. So that Los Angeles is spending $601 per pupil ;
Beverly Hills almost double—$1,192: pupil/teacher ratio is 27 to 1.
as eompared to 17 to 1 in Beverly Hills; (%hicago is $571 and $757 in
Evanston: Detroit is £530, Grosse Pointe $713; New York is £854.
Great Neck, $1,391, and soon ?

Mr. Berre. That’s right. In every case, city students have less
money spent on their education and higher pupil/teacher ratios.

Sovronpaxy OvursrExping UrBax DisTRICTS

In a recent study of five large industrialized States, where we did
not take just the contrast as we are in this table, but we took a fairly
random sample of school districts, 573 school districts, we found that
in four ont of our five States, the suburban districts were outspending
the city districts by $100 per pupil. This is a regular pattern, and we
would suggest an inverted pattern, when we take into account the
different types of pupiis in those two scl.ool districts.

_Senator Moxpar.e. Has anybody attempted to set up a model per pu-
pil expenditure level based on differences in background and costs in
the community and contributions of parents and that sort of thing to
see if you could malke any adjustments?

Mr. KrLuy. Are you asking if there are figures available that suggest
what is the proper level of educational expenditures ?
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Senator MoxparLe. Take a ghetto school in a high-cost central city,
and an all-white upper-middle-class school in the richest suburb. Has
anybody made some value judgments as to what a fair contribution
based on the need would be in one district as against the other, and
then compared the spread in the differences?

Mr. Berge. One attempt at that was something you alluded to ear-
lier; Dennis Dugan, a statistician and economist, put an economic valne
on the additional advantages which the middle-class youngster got
from the valne of home teaching, for instance, and parental upbring-
ing, and then calculated, by highly sophisticated economic techniques
whnt the costs wonld be to equalize the advantages of the more advan-
taged pupils. His figures suggested that, at the ninth grade level, an-
nual expenditnres of approximately $2,000 per year would have been
necessary to compensate low SES pupils for the higher value of par-
ental influences which higher social status children received.

Senator MoxparLe. You said you would reed about a $6,000 a year
difference?

Mr. Berke. I could supply the figures to the committee, but it was
essentially this kind of a figure: $2.000 per year. It wasa very large re-
conrse investment that was needed to equelize and calculations of that
kind have been made.

Ict me show some direct correlations between community wealth
and school spending. Here we turn away from the city-suburban dis-
parity and we have ranked suburban school districts to show a clear
pattern of higher-quality education in districts with higher economic
statns. For example, correlations hetween the rank in property value
and the rank in per pupil revenues is virtually perfect in the table
which follows, despite State aid systems which are presumably equal-
izing. and Senator, I hope I'm not taxing yon by calling your attention
to this, Imt this table looks at five major metropolitan areas: Boston,
Tos Angeles, New York, Honston. and Detroit. It’s from that five-
State study of which vour committee has republished one of the
reports. It'scalled, “Federal Aid to Public Education : Who Benefits g%
and it's a committee print.*

This table, however, does not appear in that report. We haye ranlked
the school districts ontside the central city in four categories: High
valuation per pupil, moderately high, modearately low, and low. Next
to that we have, besides chowing the number of school districts in
ench case, we have shown the revenues per pupil available and to take
the example of Boston, the high property valuation districts were
spending an average of $824 per pupil; moderately high $780; mod-
erately low $760 per pupil, and the low income suburban area or
areas in the onter ring ontside the city were spending less than $600.

Senator Moxpare. Does that per pupil revenue include all sonrces,
Federal, State, and local ?

Mr. Berge. Yes,sir.

Senator MoxDALE. So that any claim refutes—for example, Massa-
chusetts—that the State nid equalization program is working; it
shows that the lowest property valuation districts are over $200 below
the per eapita expenditures of high valuation districts; is that correct?

sPrint«l April 1971, reprint October 1071, U.S. Government Printing Oftice, for the
use of the Select Committee on Equal Educational Opportunits.

52

R s e pa 250 e




6650

Mr. Bergk. That's correct, v )

Scnator Moxpate. And this is Federal and .State and everything
thrown in?

Mr. Berke. That is right. And I think as you Fo down the other
four columns, the Pnttems are regular. In each of these States, each
of which would claim to have an equalizing State aid system, the
high valuation districts end up with higher expenditures than the
low valuation districts. The regularity of these figures would make
them almost suspect and if I hadn’t had a hand in the research and
the preparation of these tables, I would ask to see the data behind them.

Senator MoxpaLe. Yes.

Mr. Berre. Now, in table 5, which follows, we do the same kind
of thing for median family income. And, again, we find a pattern
of higher school revenues the further up in the income scale one goes
with only two small exceptions in the entire table.

Ricnr Ger Ricurr

In short, “them that has gets,” when it comes to distribution of
school resonrces in these five major metropolitan areas. Again, we
need not labor on this table, but for those who feel that income is a
better measure than property valuation of a community’s wealth, we
have put this table together, and, again. the same kind of fourfold
ranging from high to low in income categories shows essentially the
same pattern in school expenditures.

Now, these examples are not isolated instances. They are duplicated
in conntless studies and can be found in the official reports for vir-
tually every State in the Nation. They are typical examples of the
fiscal roots of inefficiency and inequality of education thot characterize
the financing of American public education. The immediate impact. of
educational finance occurs, however, in schools.

Senator Moaxnere. On page 12, voun sav, zinee the mid-1960= there
has been evidence suggesting intradistrict diccriminatory  pat-
terns are weakening or yielding to verv mildly compensatory ones.
In other words, intradistrict expenditures. in yonr opinion, are be-
coming more equitable.

Mr. Berge. Mr. Chairman, again the data is elusive. There are
now onlv a few places where there is gnod data within districts on
school-by-school variations in spending. However, from the studies
T have looked at and from studies we have completed onrselves for
New York State’s Commission on Cost Equality of Edveation. it
would seem that there mayv well be a diminution of the differences
between schools within a district. and largely the reason is Title T of
the Elementarv and Secondary Edncation Act.

Senator Moxpatr. That may have had mose value to schoolchitdren
than the money it actually delivered, right, hecanse at one time there
were rather dramatic intraschool differences within the same district,
were there not ?

Mr. Kenry. Of course, many of the same nolitieal forees that led
to the passage and continuation and gradual increase of Title T were
active at the local level. We are trying to smooth out the relative
resources. But there was an interaction there.
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Parrerns or DistrinutioN

Senator Moxpare. Would you care to say that phenomenon you
found in New York isnowa national patternt

Mr. Berge. I would not want to make any kind of definitive claim
as that on the basis of such flimsy evidence. I am talking of a study
of Chicago, and three districts in New York, and I believe there is
some evidence in Detroit that suggests that as well. Fortunately, you
will have Mr. Hobson to talk about the zituation in Washingten. of
which I wonld not speak. I would not want to make any strong
statement of what the situation is nationwide. However. I think one
thing that we do see is that it is mandated programs like Title I. on
which there are strong requireinents as to where those moneys shonld
be spent, that are causing this change where it is occnrring.

In New York State weare able to separate ont—and it is not casy—
the use of funds from unre. tricted State sonurces and from local rev-
enttes as opposed to the Federal aid moneys and mandated State
sources. We found that the equalization that is occurring in the dis-
tricts, the mild compensatory pattern thzt is occurring, is coming en-
tirelv from the Federal funds and the State funds.

When you look at what local districts are doing with locally raised
revenues and the State aid that comes to them, you still see patterns
which are somewhat inverse to need.

Sgnator Moxpare. What is the best source of data on that, or is there
one?

Mr. Krruy. The only people in the United States vight now who
are studving this as a matter of research, is the Syracuse University
study directed by Mr. Berke. The Office of Education is trying to drag
some information out of local dictricts, but the data are not now
available.

Senator MoxDpaLE. In other words, we are able to get precise data
on inters!ate——

Mr. Krrvy. Interdistrict but not intradistrict. The reason for that
is that school accounting practices over the past many, many vears
have not kept intradistrict data. The data do not exist in local school
districts. Local districts are beginning to revise their accounting sys-
tems to allocate funds by school. Those processes of revision have be-
gun, particularly in large systems which are experiencing a com-
plicated political battle as to who is getting the money in the city,
places like Detroit, for example, and Philadelphia.

Mr. BerkE. Senator, I will make one more comment on the intra-
district resource allocations and then close my part of the testimony.
And that is that while we can see the somewhat heartening fiscal pat-
terns—heartening in our view in comparison with the past—that about
the same or even somewhat more funds go to the schools with the
higher proportions of educationally disadvantaged, still, there are
activities in those schools and staffing patterns and teacher assign-
ment patterns which cut in the opposite cﬁrection. Our studies shawed.
and we cun present some evidence to the committee on it, that in terms
of inexperienced teachers, new teachers, and in terms of some other
services, that schools with the most disadvantaged were still treated
the most shabbily.
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Senator, I think that, at least as far as direct testimony goes, I will
close my section. I have dealt with the definition of cqual educational
opportunity. and the way the systein of educational finance relates
to that important goal. Jir. Kelly will turn to the canses of these
inequities.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. BERKE AND MR. KELLY

The FISNANCIAL Asrects of FQUALITY oF EptcarioNal. OPPORTUNITY
THE CALIFORNIA DECISION

The timing of these hearings conld not be more opportune. The recent decision
of the Supreme Court of Californin invalidating that state's system of educa-
tional finance has brought an unprecedented degree of attention to the ways by
which we finance the public schools of this nation. What is most valuable about
this new public concern is that it is focused not simply on the question of ade-
quacy of financing, (i.e. Is the total amount of =chool suppart Iarge enough?) hut
rather it is addresscd primarily to the cquity of educational finance. (i.e. are
the burdens and benelits of schonl support fairly distributed?). In short. hy de-
claring that California’s system of school support—a system that is fairly typical
of =chool finance plans In other states—unconstitutionally discriminates agninst
children who live in poor communities. Scrrano v. Prical pointed a spotlight at
g neglected national disgrace: the persistent patterns of inequity in school

nance.

These financial inequities lie at the very heart of the problem which this com-
mittee is examining. for they gnarantee that children who come from the most
wealthy and prestigious communities will ordinarily be provided with the best
education the public schools can give, while those who begin life with the dis-
advantages of impoverished family and neighborhood backerounds will be rele-
gated to second class schools. A better definition of inequality of educational op-
portunity would be hard to devise.

We are aware that this committee has scheduled a hearing devoted entirely to
the legn! implications of the California case for next week. and we twill, there-
fore, not reruain on that topic for long. But there is one point that must be em-
phasized above all others. Even if the California decision comes to be the prevail-
ing law of the land, it will provide only an opportunity, not an answer. only a
starting point for reform. not a solution to the unfairness and irmtionality of
the pattern of education in America. Justice Sullivan’s opinion for the 6-1
majority says only that school finance systems [should not] “invidiously dis-
ceiminate against the poor [by making] the quality of a child’s education a func-
tion of the wealth of his parents and neighbors.” How educational resources
should be allocated is a matter for legislatures to determine, and the range of
alternatives and their differing effects on equality of opportunity is broad indeed!
Serrano v. Pricst is a challenge—a challenge to state legislatures, to this com-
mittee, and to the Congress of the United States, to develop techniques and sys-
tems of public finance that help rather than hinder the quest for educationnl
opportunity for children in all the states of this nation. And we take as our chal-
lenge the task of assisting this committee and other policymakers to understand
the seriousness of the problem and some of the alternatives that may help to
resnlve it.

To that end our testimony today and the larger report we shall shortly be sub-
mitting to this committee will consist of four parts. First, as a means of pro-
viding clarity in an area often characterized by vagueness, we will begin by de-
fining our understanding of the concept of equality of educational opportuuity.
Next we will describe the patterns of fiscal inequity that exist among and within
school digirists. Third. we will explain the reasons for these disparities, exam-
ining the rv. o of local, state, and federal pregrams. And last, we will advance gev-
eral suggestions for moving toward more equitable patterns of school finance.

UXNDERSTANDING EQUALITY OF EDUCATIONAL G PORTUNITY

Like democracy and justice, equality of educational opportunity has almost as
many definitions as it does definers. Rather than simply adding our own pref-
erences to those of our many predeces=ors, we would like to assist the committee
to sort out the central themes in the differing approaches.
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As a start, we would suggest two major distinctiong. 1n the first category
are those conceptions which emphasize equity in the distribution of eduecational
scrrices and their ontermes, educational achievement. The - -eond major per<pec-
tive sees equality in education primarily in terms of low t1e cosis of edueation
are Jistributed. Most conceptions of cquality of educational opportunity suffer
Beeanse they fail to concern themeelves with toth sides of the hroblem. equity
in the distribation of education ax well ns equity in bearin:: their costs.

EqUil. EnUCATIONAL OPPORTUSNITY A8 EqQuiry 1x EDICATIONAL SERVICES AND
ACHIEVEMENT

ARSOLUTE EQUALITY IN SERVICES

We begin with what is probably—in our eyes unfertunately so—the most widely
prevailing concept of equality of educational opportunity. absolute equality or
jdentity in the level of educational services accorded all children. S8uch a view
frequently measures the level of sorvices in terms of cqual per pupil expenditures
or equal expenditures adjusted for cost differentials, or else by some ernde index
of the quality of education suci. 18 equal pupil-teacher ratios or the like. This
view of the requircments of equal spportunity in edneation is frequentiy volced by
thnse who have been so impresseld and distressed by the marked disparities in
«chool services that they turn to its converse, absolute equality, as a ready
remedy. Besides stressing its siraplieity. those who favor this test al=o suggest
it as n useful minimum step in moving toward full educational equality beeanse
it would serve as an immense advance over the current syatem which regularly
works to the disadvantage of the poor and the minarities,

1t is our view, however, that this is a case where “the better’” is the enemy
of “the best.” and that acceptance of a definition of oqual opportunity in terms
of equal expenditares or services for all children flies in the face of what we know
abont the differential learning aptitudes of children or what we take to he a
dominant goal of American education. i.e. furthering socinl mobility. To be mean-
ingful. we would suggest, a theory of equal ellucational opportunity must take
into nccount both (1) the purpose of education and (2) what little we know about
how children from different backgrounds and with differing abilities learn.

SERVICES RELATED TO EDUCATIONAL NSEED

A primary fanction of public education in America has been its role as a ve-
hicie Tor social mohility. The goal has been to equip children of moderate means
and meager status with the skills needed to compete on equal terms in the search
for a good life with children of hicher station and greater wealth. While as a
personal matter education may twell be seen as an end in itself, as a public service
education Is a means to n number of civic and economic ends, chief aAmong them
being equal opportunity in the competition of life. Equal ednecationnl opportunity
chonld Dre intended to serve that Inrger goal. and as our society has come to place
increasing emphasis on credentials, degrees, and technical training. the role of
education has becom~ even more important in determining life chances. Mean-
ingful equal educational opportunity, therefore. must equip children from any
bg:ikgmund to compete on equal terms with children from any other level of
soctety.

The implications for pnblic policy that spring from this onderstanding of
the gonl of equal educational onportunity are clear: More services must be
focussed on those with disndvantages in their ability to succeed in school so
that when their basic edneation is eompleted, children from differing racial and
economic groups, as nearly as possible. stand on an equal footing in terms of
educational attainment with children who began school with greater advantages.
Individual differences in achievement there must always be, hut equal educa-
tional opportunity requires that educational resources should be distributed to
off<et societal and inherited impediments to snecess in life. In short. equal edu-
cational opportunity means that services and thus expenditure should be related
to educational need as defined above.

Neither of the aunthors of thi= testimony would minimize the practical diffi-
cnlties in implementing this view of equal educational opportunity. We are both
aware of the guestionable results of previous Iarge seale efforts at compensa-
tory education like Title I of ESEA and some of the large local programs like
New York's More Effective Schools. We know that educating the children of
the poor and of racial minorities is one of the things American schools do
worst. We are not unaware either of the evidence of the apparent jmpotence
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of rchooling in comporison with out of achoo! influences on children. And we
have both had the opportunity in previous research of developing techniques for
identifying ednentional need, both on the basis of admittedly imperfect achieve-
meut tests and on the basis of socinl and economic indexes of need. Yet with
all the problems associated with it, allocating resources in proportion to educn-
tional need seems an indispensable part of a meaningful public policy designed to
further equnlity of educational opportunity. We shall use this view as one of the
tests hy which we shall subsequently measure the degree of inequity in the fi-
nancing of education in the United States.

EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY AS EQUALITY IN NEARING THE OOSTS

ITow the costs of education are distributed is another important theme in dis-
cussions of cquality of educationnl opportunity. Indeed, much of the court's
concern in Serrann v. Pricat wag directed to that question. Their finding that
poor communities which taxed themselves at higher rates were frequently un-
ahle to support cducational services at as high n level as richer communities
taxing themselves at lower rates weighed heavily in the court’s decision to find
that systemm in violation of the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment.

FQUAL SERVICES FOR EQUAL TAX EFFORT

One possible outcome of the Scrrano decision would be a system arranged so
that commmunities making equal tax effort receive equal educational services. Per-
haps the most persuasive spokesmen for this view are the two authors of the
influentin]l amicus brief in the California case, Professor John Coons and Mr.
Stephen Sugarman. who are also the authors of an important new book on edu-
cational finance. They argue that the right of local school districts to opt for
different levels of educational offerings should he maintained. but that each
community should have equal opportunity to select any given level of educationnl
expenditure. State aid would make up the difference between the yield of millage
levels in districts with differing tax hases. Thus the state would gunrantee that
equal tax effort would produce eqnal education. The principle of power equnl-
izing, as they call it, could theoretically be extended to the family level as well
as to the wchool district, hut the principle remains the smme. In either ense,
the test of equity is the power of equal tax effort to purchase equal services, It
is consistent, it would seem, with one of the familiar principles for judging the
fairness of n revenue system: payments in proportion to henefits received.

TAXATION IN PROPORTION TO JADILITY TO PAY

While benefits in nccordance with payments is one possible definition of equity,
a criterion that seems far more in keeping with modern democratic ethies is
taxation proportional to one's—or a school district’s—ability to pay. This cri-
terion of eqnity underlies the graduated income tax, for example, and would
he approximated by systems of state or federal nid for education which used a
sophisticated measure of community twealth ns the criterion for school aid al-
locatious, Patently, for many school systems the amount of taxahle property per
papil i= an inadequate measure of their ability to pay. Income may be more real-
istic. In addition, a measure that takes account of the greater demands of a wider
variety of puhlic services in urban areas should also he nsed.

In short, in establishing a definition for equality of educational opportunity,
the way in which costs of education are distributed is an important component
to be considered. Our preference in developing such a definition is for a system
which distrihutes the costs of education in proportion to a renlistic measure of
a eommunity's or the individual's ability to pny. For educational finance, the
adoption of this gonl would call for new approaches to equalization in most
states of the nation.

SUMMARY

In both the distribution of services and in the methods for supporting these
services a number of definitions of equality of educational opportunity are
rvailable. While we have expressed our preferences among these compelitg
criterin. what is probably most important for this committee to note is that
regardless of which of these tests of equity one wishes to apply. the current
system of financing public education in the United States fails to qualify. In short,
there i® no recognized test of cqual cducational opportunity wchich our current:
spstem of education finance ia able to mect. In the next section of our testimong,
we present examples of the evidence from which we drew that conclusion.
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THE ProsLEM: INEQUITIES IN SCHOOL FINANCE

THE MAGNITUDE OF EDUCATIONAL REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES

The magnitude of the American public educational enterprise is breathtaking.
Designed to educate all children thirough age sixteen and most well beyond that
point, public schools enrolied 47,238,087 students in 1969-70 and spent. $39.5
nillion. Almost fifty million Americans were thus involved in a full-time basis
in pul;lic education, more persons than are found in any other segment of Amer-
ican life. ‘

Total expenditures for public education in America have risen dramatically
in the past half century and particularly during the decade of the 1960's. Between
1060 and 1970 total expenditures increased by 158% from $15.6 billion to $39.5
biliion. During the same period enrolliment increased from 36.1 million to 47.2
willion; or just 30% o o

Bxpenditures for publiceducation have risen more rapidiy than general indexes
of the nation’s wealth. Public school spending absorbed 2.3% of the gross national
product (GNP) in 1949, but by 1967 schools spent. 40% of GNP. During those
cightcen years GNI increased at an average annual rate of 6.4% while school
expenditures rose at an annual rate of 9.8%. :

These figures, of course, inciude only the direct costs of public clementary
and secondary education. While they will not enter our analysis, other nonpublic
and indirect costs add significantly to edueational expenditures broadly under-
stood. Nonpublic schiools enroll better than 10% of the nation’s school children;
on the job training programs in industry, government, and the army educate
millions moere. Perliaps the largest single indirect cost of public education, a cost
frequently ignored by writers in the school finance field, is the earnings forgone
by students who attend school rather than obtain employment, Foregone earn-
ings of students, aged sixteen and above, were estimated at between $20 and $30
billion in 19067, assuming that approximately 75% of them could have been
employed if they so deslred.

Despite these massive expenditures, however, we face a fiscal crisis in educa-
tion. This committee has heard the tragic words of school superintendents de-
scribing the cutbacks In educational quality” they-are being forced to male
because revenues Ao not keep up with costs. Yet despite the serious plight of
many school systems, the greatest finaneinl crisis is not the overall inadequacy
of public spending for education. The real crisis is a crisis in equity, not ade-
quacy, for if substantially more finds were miraculously forthcoming tomorrow,
under present patterns of alloeation inequality of educationai opportunity would.
be as great then as it is today. '

’ARIATIONS IN SCHOOL SPENDING

Variations in expenditures across the nation are spectacular. A careful study
some vears ago found variations of classroom expenditures across-the nation of -
nearly four to ome after the obviously -unrepresentative distrlcts had been

eliminated. . o
TABLE 1.—CURRENT EXPENDITURES PER CLASSROOM IN 1960—SELECTED ITEMS

Classroom expenditure level: o

7 TP E $25,231
ALEhE 981h POTCBALIE . o o o e e eeeeeeceeenveeseececcnecnnmmemnascameaaaecasssensessranacnaons 13,177
ALLE G0t PEFCENIIR. o e e eeeeeeeeeeceaeeccceaccececonasemamcannassssecacesssscsnccnannes 11,063
Atthe 75th percentile. o eeoocoeriiiiennnaanais ieeiecemeemaanoeas .. 9,697
Median for United States............. ceeeeesiimeanan 7,528
At the.25th percentile. .. .. . . 5,708

, At the 10th oercentile. . 4,365..

. Al the 2d percentile. ... . .. ' IS :il, 2%%

2 Y TR TR TTTPRT PP Y Rl . e- b

Solirce: Profits In School Support, U.S. Government Printing Office, p. 4. Forrest W, Harrison and Eugene P. McLoone,

Within individual states high spending districts outspent their low spending,
neighbors by better than two to one. A quick check of current data on high and
low ekpenditure per pupil districts collecteéd for 1969-70. showed - even higher
ratios, but the two stndies nre noncomparable in their techniques and do not -
necessarily suggest a trend townrd greater disparitles, (See Table II).
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TABLE Il.—INTRASTATE DISPARITIES IN PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES, 1969-70

Index between

High Low high/low
AlADaMA . oo o e et eeeeea— e —eeaeaaan $581 $344 1,689
Alaska (Revenue/pupils)............... 1,810 480 3,771
ANZONA e o e e e e eeecceecmccnenane 2,223 . 436 5,099
ArKansas. .. ...cceumeneeiieeanns 664 343 1,936
Californide oo eocacecmoaas 2,414 569 4,243
Colorad0. oo v oo aeeiaiaeaaees 2,801 444 6,309
Connecticute o - oo e ieicaeaaea- 1,311 499 2,627
Delaware. ...« oo e e 1,081 633 1,708
District of Columbia._....... c——-- e ecctncccccesessselesscesseesizecesassesesezss
Florida. ..o el 1,036 593 1,747
GOrRiAn e e euenicmnnne cnaceaaaeecaanan 736 365 2,016
L L 1] TSN
[ T T, 1,763 . 474 3,719
T LT U, 2,295 391 5,870
L EET T T 965 447 2,159
(11 D 1,167 592 1,971
Kansas.._....... 1,831 454 4,033
Kentucky. . 85 358 2,472
Louisiana 892 499 1,788
Maine..... 1, 555 229 6,790
Maryland.. .. 1,037 635 1,633
Massachuselts 1,281 515 2,487
Michigan.. ... 1,364 491 2,778
Minnesota.. 903 370 2,441
Mississippi. 825 283 2,915
MisSOUM . o s coee oo 1,699 213 7,977
Montana (Average of ZroUPS). .- e onmemeeeoecmceeee e e eeeeen 1,716 539 3,184
Nebraska (Average of groups).. 1,175 623 1,886
Nevada..... seeemceeeeeeoeaas 1,679 746 2,251
New Hampshire.__.__._......... 1,191 311 3,830
New Jersay (1968-69)....... 1,485 400 3,713
New Mexico. . .coceomaeanenans 1,183 477 2,480
New YOrK. .. oo oooa. 1,889 669 2,824
North Carolina 733 467 1,370
North Dakota (County averages) 1,623 686 2,33
1 T 1,685 413 4,041
Oklahoma.......... 2, 566 342 7,503
Oregon............ y 1,432 399 3,489
Pennsylvania 1,401 484 2, 895
Rhode Island 1,206 531 2,271
South Carolind. .. oo ooeo... 610 397 1,537
South Dakota. ..o oa.... 1,741 350 4,974
Tennessed. - ceeeenveeennnn. 7 31 2,432
fexXas. .. .ococaoo-o 5,334 264 20, 205
[ 151 I, 1,515 533 \
Vermont. .. .. .___. 1,517 357 4,248
virginia.....o..o... 1,126 441 2,553
Washington........ 3,406 434 7,848
West Virginia...: 722 502 1,438
Wisconsin. . .co oo ooooeooen.. 1,432 344 4, 160
LT S P 14,554 618 23, 553

For New Jersey data are for fiscal year 1969 since fiscal year 1970 dala were not yet available.

For Alaska data represent revenue per pupil. . .

For Montana and Nebraska data are high and low of average for dislricts grouped by size.

For North Dakota data are averages of expenditures of all districts within a county. » .
_ Data are not fully comparable betwoen States since they are based enlirsly on what data the individual State included in
tiseir expenditure per pupil analysis,

Source: State reports and verbal contacts with State officials.

" CENTRAL CITY—SUBURBAN DISPARITIES

One of the major inequities in educational finance is that variations in ex-
penditures tend to be inversely related to educational need. The following teacher
and expenditure data contrasts conditions in Central cities with surrounding high
prestige suburbs. (See Table 11I).

Note that in every case, city students had less money spent on their education
and higher pupil/teacher ratios to contend with than did their high income
counterparts in the favored schools of suburbia. In & recent study of five large
industrialized ‘states, it was found that in four out of five states, central cities

.averaged $100 less per pupil in total expenditures.than did the suburban districts.

The same haphazard and often inverted patterns of aid distribution' may be seen
in rural jurisdictions as well. : - ) "

o
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DIRECT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN COMMUNITY WEALTH AND SOHOOL SPENDING

Data ranking suburban school districts show a clear pattern of high quality
education in districts with high economic status. For example, correlations be-
tween rank in property valuation and rank in per pupil revenues is virtually
perfect in Table IV despite state aid systems which are presumably equalizing.
(See Table IV.)

TABLE [11,—COMPARISON OF PUPIL/TEACHER RATIO IN SELECTED CENTRAL CITIES AND SUBURBS, 19571t

i Pupil/teacher Per pupil
City and suburb " ratio  expenditures
L0S ANBEIES. - -« oo e et e ee e e eeee e e e e mee e e e am————————— ¢ 27 3601
Beverly Hills_....... 17 1,192
San Francisco........... 26 693
Palo Alto.... 21 934
Chicago......... 28 571
Evanston. 18 757
Detroit oen eeeeecen 31 530
Grosse Pointe.__..._.. 22 . 713
St.louis.___....._....... . 30 525
: University City........... 22 47
Naw York City....... 20 854
Great Neck. 16 1,391
Cleveland.. ___.. S . 28 55
Cleveland Heights.. . 22 703
Philadelphia. __...._.... . 27 617
LT T T 20 733

| lTalk% from the Urban Education Task Force Report (Wilson C. Riles, chairman), New York, N.Y.: Praeger Publishers,
nc., A

Source: Gerald Kahn and Warren A, Hughes, “‘Statistics of Local Public School Syslems, 1967," Nationa} Center for

‘Educatmnal Statistics, U.S. Office of Educahon E ’ ) T i

- TABLE 1V.—PER PUPIL SUBURBAN PROPERTY VALUE AND SCHOOL REVENUES IN METROPOLITAN AREAS—IBG/

R . . . L Valuallon Number of school - . Valuation

Property valuatinn category - ' . per pupil systems . per pupil

Boston suburbs: L . ) - .

[1:1) . comn . : : ©OUs44,767 - .3 $824
Moderately high P : .0 26,343 11 780
Moderately low . 20, 554 . 9. 760

........... , .. 15,481 .5 , . 595
Los Angeles suburbs: :
71 57,414 - 3 958
Moderately high. 17,176 16 686
Moderatcly low. ,195 16 630
LOW. o oea.s ,079 3 663
New York suburbs: - - ]
[T L T N 60, 842 5 1,411
Moderately high 35,3 . .. 16 1,172
 Moderately low... ... e ] 18,413 . - 17 1,043
1O S N : ' 10,997 3 1,009
Houston suburbs: ) ) ) ) . . . -
e e ceeeceecenceeeeccessncnemercesscenassamnmmnenns 140,719 1 982
Moderate high 84 356 . S 571
Moderately low 27 146 4 - 466
..................................... eemeememmnmn 12 494 2. 482
Detrmt suburbs - i )
[ T evemamen 27,138 4 899
Moderately high . . 14 750 - 12 724
Moderately low.-....... - 9,282, 11 629
LOW e e emccccecnnneenneeccesescsncsanasanennnn teee 6,550 4 - 599

Source: : The Policy Instltute of the Syfacuse University Research cmp o

In Table V we rank the same school (hstricts (showu in Table IV) on :the
basis of their median family income. Again, we find a pattern of higber school
revenues the further up in the income scale one goes, with only two ‘exceptions.
In short, “them as has, gits” when it comes to the distribution of school resources
in five major metropolitan areas.
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TABLE V.—SUBURBAN INCOME AlND SCHOOL REVENUES IN 5 METROPOLITAN AREAS, 1967

Income Per pupil

Income category : Number! range revenue

Boston suburbs .

............ 3 $9, 000-%2, 263 $860
Moderately high.. 8 7,300~ ©,900 784
Moderately low.. 11 6, 300- 7,300 720

................................................. 6 5,005~ 6,300 683

Los Angeles suburbs:
HIBR - e e e et e e e e e e e eeaa——————- 2 8,600-11,977 1,071
Moderately high.. 17 7,400~ 8,600 682
Moderalely low......... 19 6, 400- 7,400 656
4 6, 100- 6, 400 685
5 10, 500-14, 459 1,455
Moderately LT 13 8, 000-10,000 1,172
Moderately low. . ..o e el e eeeeaeaaas 18 6, 500~ 8,000 1,068
1] P 7 5, 500~ 6,500 1,026

Houston suburbs:

[ 1 7,200~ 8,929 477
Moderately 1 N 5 6, 00- 7,200 615
Moderately JOWe e e e eneeeaaaa- 4 5, 000~ 6, 300 528

2 3, 700~ 5,000 472
3 8, 700-14,717 877
Moderately |17 P 12 7,400~ 8,700 693
Moderately low. . 11 6, 600- 7,400 631
[ 5 5,600~ 6,600 738

I Number of school systems.
Source: The Policy Institute of the Syracuse University Corp.

These patterns and examples are not isolated instances. They are duplicated
in countless studies and through the official reports of virtually every state in
the land. Quite simply, they are typical examples of the fiscal roots of incquality
in educational opportunity that characterize the distribution of the benefits
and burdens of American public education.

The immediate impact of educational finance occurs, however, .in schools. Yet
commenting upon the patterns of disparity in the allocation of resources within
school districts—to individual Schools—is at present a hazardous activity in all
but a few school systems of the country. Adequate school-by-school data are
frequently unavailable and often unreliable. Julius Hobson's litigation here in
the District of Columbia has made this city one of the few where public exami-
nation of this question is possible.

However, some things can be said about expenditure patterns by schools. First,
patterns of diserimination which assigned lower resources to students who were
blacks or of lower socio-economic and minority racial status were probably

" both fairly common and systematic through the 1950’s and early 1960's. Studies

of Detroit, New York, and Atlanta found fairly clear discriminatory patte1m
Since the mid-sixties, however, scattered evidence suggests that at least in

" expenditures, intra-dlstrict discriminatory patterns are weakening or yielding

to very mildly compensatory ones. But the source of the change appears to be
predominantly the effect of Title I of BSEA and State funds earmarked for the
disadvantaged. Studies of Chicago, and of Rochester, Syracuse, and a decen-
tralized district in New York City reveal this phenomenon. In-the New York
State study, schools with the highest proportions of low achieving pupils received
less funds from local and general State aid money than did the most advantaged
schools, but in those three cities, schools with low achieving pupils-had 159,
9% and 0.16% more to spend when Title I and State “urban aid” were added.

Yet even these studies showed that teachers who were less experienced and
new to the district were concentrated in the schools with the highest proportions
of educationally disadvantaged. Patterns of rigid discrimination in funding
may he breaking down as measured by expenditures and by some school service
measures. But ,what . actual.compensatory.spending and staﬁing has occurred
appeals to be of very mild -dimensions- indeed T

IVEQUITIES IN EDUCATIONAL Fnum CE: Tm-: CAUSFS

In the absence of explicit Constitutional assignment of educational respon-
sibilities to the Federal Government, plenary power over education rests with
state governments. In virtually every state, the legislature is required by the
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state's constitution to establish and maintain some kind of system of publie
education. States have traditionally delegated much of their inherent control
over education to leeal school districts, 90% of which are independent of local
government but dependent uponthe state legisiature for thcxr.powers. Thus
has emerged the system of mixed, or shared, power that characterizes state-local

“ relationships in public education.

_The tradition of delegating state powers to local school dist}'icts has the most
profound implications for school finance. As we have p_revxously mentioned,
states usually allow local school districts access to certain taxable resources,
typically real property taxes, from which school districts are expected to obtain
a considerable portion of their revenues. These local revenues are supplcmgnted
with funds derived from-state taxes. In 1970-71 states provided +1% ot the £ands
used for public education, while local school district revenues, mainly from the
property tax, provided 51%. These proportions have remained remarkably stable
over time. Federal revenues the same year accounted for only 7% of school
1e\i¢:ln}:1§:, early 1930's there were approximately 130,000 l¢cal school districts in
America, including thousands of one-room, one-teacher districts. The number
of districts steadily declined during the 1940’s, 1950's, and the 1960’s until in
1969-70 there were ounly 18,904.* 'The delegation of taxing powers to a vast and
changing array of local districts has resulted in two cardinal facts: local school
districty are grossly unequal in their local fiscal resources per pupil, and the
level of fiscal resources is unrelated to the types of educational programs needed
by the pupils of a district. This arbitrary grant of unequal taxing power to local
school districts not only distinguishes American schools from those in most other
nations but is the most pervasive single determinant of the quality and level of
educational services in local schools.

State governments thus have complete authority over arrangements for
financing public schools. States exercise this authority by a variety of legislative
actions specifying the conditions under which localities may levy taxes for schools,
by appropriating state funds and determining how they shall be distributed among
local districts, and by determining rules regarding school expenditures.

Since the 1920’s the principle of equalization has been a central thrust of state
aid to local school districts. As we have explained, equalization usually refers to
equalization of the tax burden for education or equalization of the provision of
educational services. If the universal state practice of delegating to school dis-
tricts the power to tax implies a public policy that a better quality and quantity
of public services should be. provided to the rich than to the poor, then the
presumed intent of state “equalization” programs is.to nullify the fiscal and
educational -impact of the delegation of the property tax to local districts.
Actually, as we have shown, states have succeeded in equalizing neither tax
burdens nor educational services, and the result is a hodge-podge of irrationalities
and inequities so confusing that it is obviously wrong to call the arrangement
a “system” for financing schools.

The effect of a state decision to use locally levied property taxes as the base
for school support was definitively explained in the landmark Secrrano decision
of the California State Supreme Court on August 30, 1971. In the majority
opinion, the Court carefully explained that California’s ‘funding scheme in-
vidiously discriminates against the poor because it makes the quality of a child’s
education a function of the wealth of his parents and neighbors.” The argument
is so lucid and persuasive that we quote from it at length:

“By far the major source of school revenue is the local real property tax.
Pursuant to article IX, section 6 of the California Constitution, the Legislature
has authorized the governing body of each county, and city and county, to levy
taxes on the real property within a school district at a rate necessary to meet
the districts annual education budget. The amount of revenue which a district
can raise in this manner thus depends largely on its tax base—l.e., the assessed
valuation of real property within its borders. Tax bases vary widely throughout
the state; in 1969-1970, for example, the assessed valuation per unit of average
daily attendance of elementary school children ranged from a low of $103 to a
peak of $952,156—a ratio of nearly 1 to 10,000.

*In 1969 only 1,608 sehool districts were ‘‘dependent” on local town or county govern-
ments. Dependent distriets are most freguently found In large cities and throughout New
England; and in the States of Maryland, North Carolina, and Virginla. N.B.A. Resegrch
Buélgztm, Vol. 48, No. 2, May 1970. National Education Assoclation, Washington, D.C.,
p. 38.

62
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“e other factor determining local school revenue is the rate of taxntion
within the distriet. Although the Legislature has placed ceilings on permissible
district tax rates, these statutory maxima may be surpassed in a ‘tax override’
election if 2 majority of the district’s voters approve a higher rate. Nearly all
districts have voted to override the statutory limits. Thus the locally rajsed funds
which constitute the largest portion of school revenue are primarily a function of
the value of the realty within a particular school district, coupled with the
willingness of the district’s residents to tax themselves for education.

“Most of the remaining school revenue comes from the State School Fund
pursuant to the “foundation program,” through which the state undertakes to
supplement local taxes in order to provide a “minimum amount of guaranteed
support to all districts . ..” With certain minor exceptions, the foundation program
ensures that each school district will receive annually, from state or local funds,
$355 for each elementary school pupil and $488 for each high school student.

“The state contribution is supplied in two principal forms. “Basic state aid”
consists of a flat grant to each district of $125 per pupil per year, regardless of
the relative wealth of the district. “Equalization aid” is distributed in inverse
preportion to the weath of the district. -

#o compnte the amount of equalization aid to which a district is entitled, the
State Superintendent of Public Instruction first determines how much local
property tax revenue would be generated if the district were to levy a hypotheti-
cal tax at a rate of $1 on each $100 of assessed valuation in elementary school
distriets and $.80 per $100 in high school distriets.  To that figure, he adds the
$125 per pupil basic aid grant. If the sum of those two amounts is less than the
foundation program minimum for that district, the state contributes the dif-
ference. Thus, equalization funds guarantee to-the poorer districts a basic mini-
mum revenue, while wealthier districts are ineligible for such assistance.

~wAn additional state program of ‘supplemental aid' is available to subsidize
particularly poor school districts which are willing to make an extra loeal tax
effort. An elementary district with an assessed valuation of $§12,500 or less per

pupil may obtain up to $125 more for eacl child if it setsits local tax rate above

a certain statutory level. A high school district whose assessed valuation-does not
exceed $24,500 per pupil is eligible for a supplement of up to $72 per child if its
local tax is sufficiently high. .o i

“Although equalization aid and supp emental aid temper the disparities which
result from the vast variations in real property assessed valuation, wide dif-
ferentials remain in the revenue available to-individual districts and, con-
sequently, in the level of educational expenditures.* For example, in Los Angeles
County, where plaintiff children attend school, the Baldwin Park Unified School
District expended only $577.49 to educate each of its pupils in 1968-1969; dur-
ing:the same year the Pasadena Unified School Distriet spent $840.19 on every
si:ludeyt; and the Beverly Hills Unified School District paid out $1,231.72 per
child.” ' oo b

Elementary ! High school

LLOW - e eececemmmenimamnn S S et e 5103 © $11, 959
Medlan oo T . 19, 600 41; 300

b3 OSSPSR TP S T L PR R R e L e 962, 160 319, 003

1 Legislative Analyst, part V, supra, p. 7.

“Per pupil exlpenditures during that year also vnried'widely‘:

; ! Elementary v . High school Unified
$407 $792 $612

672 808 766

2, 636 1,767 2,414

1(Id. at P. 8)

—e e

*Statistics compiled by the legislative analyst show the following range of assessed
valuations per pupil for the 1969~70 school year: .. : )
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“Similar spending disparities have been noted throughout the couutry, par-
ticularly when suburban communities and urban ghettos are compared. (Sece,
e.g., Report of the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders (Bantam ed.
196S) pp. 434—436; U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Racial Isolation in the
Public Schools (1967) pp. 25-31; Conant, Slums and Suburbs (1961) pp. 2-3;
Eeg'i, 1{’)11;2 University, The Professions, and the Law (1968) 56 Cal. L. Rev. 251,
258-259.

“The source of these disparities is unmistakable: in Baldwin Park the as
sessed valuation per child totaled only $3,706 ; in Pasadena, assessed valuation
was $13,706; while in Beverly Hills, the corresponding figure was $50,885—a
ratio of 1 to 4 to 13. Thus, the state grants are inadequate to offset the inequali-
ties inherent in @ financing system based on widely varying local lax bases.

-J"urthermore, basic aid, which constitutes about half of the state educational
funds actually widens the gap between rich -and poor districts. Such aid is dis-
tributed on a uniform per pupil basis to all districts, irrespective of a district’s
wealth. Beverly IHills, as well as Baldwin Park, rceeives $125 from the stale
for eacl of its students.

“I'or Baldwin Park the basic grant is essentially meaningless. Under the foun-
dution program the state must malke up the differcnce between $355 per cle-
mentary child and $47.91, the amount of revenue per child which Baldwin Park
could raise by levying a tax of $1 per 100 of assessed valuation. Although under
present law, that difference is composed partly of basic aid and partly of equali-
zation aid, if the basic aid grant did not cxist, the district would still receive the
same amount of state aid—all in equalizing funds.

«Iror Beverly Hills, however, the $125 {lat grant has real financial significance.
Since a tax rate of $1 per 100 there would produce $870 per elementary student,
Beverly Hills is far too rich to qualify for equalizing aid, Nevertheless, it still
receives $125 per child from the state, thus enlarging the economic chasm be-
tween it and Baldwin Park.”

The most obvious fiscal problem of urban education is that city schools do not
have enough money. The ageregate level of resources currently being allocated
to urban education by loeal, state, and national governments is inadequate when
compared to requirements for expensive educational services. Superintendent
Shedd hias eloguently testified before the Committee on the fiscal poverty of
urban schools. But this seemingly simple problem of level of resources turns out,
on closer examination, to be a combination of numerous overlapping and some-
times contradictory factors deeply imbedded in the intricate intergovernmental
relations of our Icderal system. Tor instance, some problems are primnarily
local in character, such as municipal overburden, shrinking assessment ratios,
or decaying property tax base, matters swe shall discuss late in this chapter.

But when such fiscal circumstances are combined with the steady flow of edu-
cated people out of cities (a trend that has now been observed for five decades),
and tlieir replacement in the city by less well educated persons requiring ex-
tensive public services such as eduecation, city schools find themselves in a double
bind so serious that the problems exceed the problem-solving capacity of local
structures and resources.

Unfortunately, these problems are more often compounded than alleviated by
state action. City schools are often hamstrung by state limitations on their taxing
power, and by state aid formulas which favor rural and suburban districts. State
school aid formulas do not take into account the fact that the central city tax base
must be used in a much heavier proportion for non-educational purposes (c.g.,
police, fire, streets) than is true in suburbia. The result is that state aid, measured
on a per student basis, is frequently higher to suburban districts than it is to city
districts.

The fiscal problems of urban schools are further aggravated because urban
schools feel more keenly than suburban and rural schools the effects of three
major sets of constraints on school "board decisions about school revenues and
expenditures. The three sets can be .called lega), traditional, and socio-economic.

First, federal, state and local laws and rulings restrict the freedom to maneuver

of local decision makers. Rights of citizeriship under the U.S. Constitution, stipu-

lations of federal statutes end administrative regulations and- guide lines, court
decisions on rights of property: and riglhts of people, state constitutional and legis-
lative mandates',land'municipal"policing posver all take -precedence over scliool
board -authority and thus restrict local discretionary authority for budgeting.
Statutory restrictions from the state level are especially seveére for city school
districts; in seven of the fourteen largest cities, state definition of local school
board taxing powers is more restricted for city districts than tor other school
districts in the same state. Ironically, city schools -deliberately sought much of

68—412—71—pt. 164 e . :
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this special law in attempts to insulate city schools from the rigors of city and
state political machines.

“Second, and perhaps as contraining as legal restrictions though not nearly so-
visible, is the tendency in big city school systems for their administrative ar-
rangements to become so formal and inflexible that they may impair the function-
ing of the institution and reduce its potential for adaptability. An example is the
tradition in most cities of the so-called “merit” systems for promotions into and
within the administrative hierarchy; these systems are frequently devices to
insure that no “outsider” can receive an appointiment to administrative position,
and also function to establish rigid and universalistic criteria for judging all
candidates for administrative positions. )

Third, a Stanford University study revealed that more than two-thirds of the:
variation in expenditures per pupil among 107 of the nation’s largest districts was
accounted for by the wealth of the district and the socio-economic level of its
population. This means that local dceision-making about urban school budgets
must be viewed in the context of a number of de facto limitations on the decision-
makers’ autonomy. Working within these limitations, school administrators and
school boards tend to assume that existing programs will continue and focus their
budget analysis, meager though it is in some cases, upon proposed changes in, or
additions to, the existing programs. 1o simplify the budget process further
formulas are frequently utilized to determine how much will be required for par-
ticular eategories of expenditure. The formulas act to centralize decision-making
within the school system and tend to create internally inflexible paterns for allo-
cating school resources, both hutman and material, since the basic assumption
underlying use of formulas is that educational sexvices should be distributed
equally. '

TIIE PROPERTY TAX .

All schools, but especially urban schools suffer from. the effects of reliance on
the property tax as the major local source of school revenue. The property tax
is the largest single source of revenue for all state and local government and
provides 519 of all public school revenues. Over 98% of public school revenues.
from local tax sources are property tax revenues. The yield of the property tax
has increased throughout the 20th century, and particularly since World War II,
whether that yield is measured in absolute dollars or in relation to the gross
national product or population. Table 6 compares state and local government
property tax yields in selected years. :

TABLE VI.—STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT PROPERTY TAX REVENUE IN SELECTED YEARS, 1902-63¢

Percentage of—

- Total Gross.

: ’ Amount | : State-local natignal

Year . (millions) Per capita  taxrevenue product
1902 e e te e ceeeeeece e em—————————————— $706 $8.92 82.1 3.
1927 e e etevccceececcemaae e mcemeeanen 4,730 39.74 71.7 4,
DK L D, 4,430 33.53 - 56.7 4.
DR L T A 7,349 48.45 46,2 2.
1956 cccvcccecmamane... e eeemmmcemenmenmeamme—————— 1,749 - 70,24 44,6 2.
1963 c e e cccccccmmem e c e 20,089 .. 106.51 45 4 3.

"1 Source: Dick Netzer, Economics of the Property Tax. The .Brool'(lngs Institution, Washington, D.C., 1988,' p.2.

The full import of state-local reliance on the property tax lies in confroversies.
regarding the equality and administrative practicality of the property tax. Net-
zer's nuthoritative treatment of the property, tax begins with these words: -

“The Americnn property tax abounds in anomalles: During the past century,
no .major fiscal institution; here or abroad, hag been criticized at such length-
and with such vigor; yet no major fiscal institution has changed so little in'mod--
ern times. There is a vast literature on the property tax; yet less is known about
its overall impact, incidence, and effects.than is known about any other major-
tax. The demise of the property tax as a major factor in the American fiscal
scene has long been heralded ; yet it continues to' finance more than one-fifth of
the civilian general expenditures of federal, state, and local governments. The:
United States is the citadel of capitalism; yet this tax on-wenlth is more im-
portant in the fiscal system and relative to national income than'are’comparable:
taxes in any other advanced country in the world except Canada.*” = "

"* Dick Netzer, Economics'of the Property Tuz, The Brooklhgs Institution, Washington,.
D.C,, 1066, pg. 1.
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Property taxes, of course, are the principal local source of revenue for all locak
government, not just the schools. Generally speaking, it has been a more elastic
revenue source than is usually thought (its yield doubled during the 1960’s) and
every available indicator suggests that it will continue to be a major revenue
source for state and local government in tbe foreseeable future, But despite its
durability the property tax suffers from two critical adminisirative problems:
1) unequal assessment, and 2) under assessment.

Almost two-thirds of the states require assessment at full value, yet locally
assessed real property averaged less than 339 of market value according to the
1967 Census of Governnients. Assessment variations both within and among as-
sessment units are seandalous. While progress has been made in nmrrowing such
variations, nearly 40 percent of large assessment districts had coeflicients of dis-
persion (a measure of the departure of individual assessments from the typieal
level of valuation within an assessment avea) that fell outside the minimum ievelk
of acceptability, according to the ACIR. Applying a more rigorous test of disper-
sion, only 14 of assessing areas can qualify as following acceptable practices.* No»
state can be satisfied with its record in property tax administration, and no other-
activity of govermmnent in the United States is more in need of fundamental reform..

Another problem connected with the proper(y tax is the tendency of many
assessors to allow the ratio of assessed values to full market values to decline,.
thus reducing the capacity of the sehool district to tap local funds. For example,
according to one estimate the assessment ratio in the city of Detroit declines
from 909 in 1930 to about 509 in 1960. The estimates show a decline in assess-
ment ratio in Baltimore from 909, in 1930 to ¢1% in 1960, from 809 to 45% in
Cleveland, frowm 50% to 239% in Los Angeles, and from 65% to 309 in St. Louis.t
These reductions are partienlarly restrictive in many states which define local
school taxing authority in terms of tax rafes and even more restrictive on the
many large cities for which taxing authority is limited even more stringently
than for other school districts in the same state.

If equitable and reliable assessments ave to be achieved, one-of two courses
of action is indieated. The first, statewide aduiinistration, while vulnerahle to
many of the same problems as local administration, represents a long range hope
if not an immediate possibility.

In the meantime, an auditing function is needed. Perhaps state agencies can
perform such a function adequately, but it is possille that the same vested in-
terests and political influences that shape local assessinents may ensnare state
agencies as well, Use of private, state-certified appraisers to “audit’” local assess-
ments may be needed, similar to the way private C.I’.8. auditors regularly review
revennes and expenditures of public agencies.

FEDERAL AID

States, then, have delegated unequal grants of power to support education

through the creation of local school distriets with the authority to tax real
property. State aid systems, while nominally designed to offset the resulting dis-

parities in revenue raising ability, have failed to achieve effective equalization.
What impact has federal aid had in affecting the pattern of allocation of re-
sources for education? . : .

~ Largely because of the impact of Title I of EREA, which provides close to forty
percent of federal funds for elementary and secondary ecdueation, aggregate
federal aid has a decided equalizing effect. Flowing in greater proportions to dis-

“tricts that are blacker, poorer, and more urbznized, federal aid has provided a.

small but strategically welcome aid to many fiseally threaténed school districts.
(See Tables VIT, VIII, IX). . c

Phe quantity of federal aid is, however, relatively meager. Its overall sever:
percent of total public school revenues often gets lost in comparison with the

. state and loeal revenues with which it interacts, Thus in'a five state study of

federal aid diStribution, while federal aid went in larger proportions to central
city than to suburban (outside central city) areas in four of the five states under
study, suburbs still averaged more than $10J higher in total revenues for educa-
tion. (See Table X). : :

* Advisory Commission on Intergovernmentul Relations, Statc and Local, Finances
Significant. I'eaturcs, 1966—1969, pp. 3—4. .
~$Ratios for 1930 from Nattonal Municipat Review  (December 1931), pp. 707-709;-1960
ratios provided by local officinls ; 1962 sales-based sample dntn, U.8. Bureau of the Ceasus,
Census of Governments 1962, Vol. II, Tazable, Property Values (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1963). . ; ’ - S
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"The dozens of separate categorical programs with their differing educational
objectives lack focus and coordination. Financially, many of them scrve to rein-
force the disparities between “have” and “have not” districts, offsetting to some
extent the impact of Titte I. Impacted aveas aid, of course, is a notorious villain.
Vocational aid continues to be the captive of the small towns and rural areas.
despite the amendments of 196S. And Federal administrators, rather than posing
a threat of federal control of American education, sufter from debilitating in-
feriority compliexes when dealing with their state and local counterparts,

TABLE VII.—COMPARISON OF FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS AND STATE AID FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN
METROPOLITAN AREAS, 1967

. State
discretionary .
. ESEA | Federal funds! State aid
All areas larger than 500,000 population (per pupil) (per pupil) (per pupil)
California:
Central city (N=7)... . eoooae $19. 64 $11.44 $234.29
Outside central city (N=119). ... 11.09 8.92 275.78
New York:
Central City (N=5)_ .. ocmemmmoiocemmaaes e 53.90 13.70 372,51
. Outside central city (N=73) . _ ..o eeiecee 12.35 1.4 494,06
exas:
Central city (N=4)___ . . o cciicieeas 19.67 5.73 174.26
Outside central eily (N=33)_ .o cooemme 12.25 10.38 209. 35
Michigan:
Central city (N=1)._ o 37.15 1.21 238,13
Outside central city (N=31). ..o e _ 7.86 5.7% 271.26
Massachusetts:
Central city (N=1)___ ... 32.33 7.18 1236.00
Outside central city (N=26)_ . . oot 7.95 11.58 110. 26

1 ESEA Il, NDEA 11, VA, vocational education, lunch and milk.
Source: The Policy {nstitute of the Syracuse University Research Corporation, Project: *'The Pattern of Allocation of
Federal Aid to Education,” supported by Ford Foundation Grant 690-0506A.

TABLEVII.—COMPARISON OF FEDERAL AID PROGRAMS AND STATE AiD FORSCHOOL DISTRICTS IN 5 LARGEST
METROPOLITAN AREAS RANKED BY MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME, 1967 FISCAL YEAR

State
. ) discretionary
School districts in § SMSA’s (Suburbs ranked by income ESEA | Federal funds! Stato aid
categories) (No. of districts) (Median family income level) (per pupil) (per pupil) (pet pupil)
Los Angeles:
2,%1igh ($12,000 to $8.600). ___ . __. ... ... $0.00 $3.60 $230. 25
17. moderately high §$8,600 to $7,400) 6.00 .71 242.04
12, moderately low ($7.400 to $6,400)._.._.___ 14.39 7.86 272,63
4, low ($6.400 to $6.100) ... .. _.._.. 24,19 12.72 380.70
N lY,cing;{I city ($6,896). ..o o23.05 4.92 191,53
ew York City:
w5, high ({17,000 to $10.500) R 7.17 7.74 338,98
13, moderately high §$10,500 to $8,000 11.86 12.18 494, 20
18, moderately low (38,000 to $6,500). 12.88 10.68 +505. 20
7, low (§6,500 to $5,500) 17.12 10. 83 584, 55
:r. }, central city ($6.091).__. 68.72 8.89 329.74
ouston: &
1, high ($8,900 to $7,200). oo 2.61 9.69 . 201.50
5, moderately high ($7,200 to $6,300) : 4,03 10.34 . 179.03
4, moderately low (36.300 to $5,000) 7.40 9,89 167.03
3, low ($5.000 to $3.700). ____ . _.ococoocnnn..- 49.69 9,06 243,56
Det 1_.t central city ($5,902). oo etcmmcma—— 14.32 6.92 172.60
etroit: -
3, High (14,700 t0 $8,700) - oo e ceeecea 1.70 3.07 206. 68
10, moderately high §$8.700 to $7,400) : 6.56 6.24 261.07
€. 12, moderately low ($7.400 to $6,600)__.—-econe-___. 7.52 5.45 297.90
5, low ($6,600 to $5,600) - - ooeoooeoooo - 12.28 7.03 268.46
8 tCentral City (86,069 cccmcecamccccccmemmeecccmnmm— o 37.15 1.27 238.13
oston:
3, high (59,400 to $9,000). ... ... oecemmmececmenncnennn 4.31 71.81 125.20
6, maderately high (39,000 to $7,300). 5.16 12,57 121.78
11, moderately low (37,300 to 36,300) 6.65 12.13 99.73
6, low ($6,300 to_$5,900) .- . ccemmoooomaen o 14,93 9.07 118.68
Central city (35,747 oo e 32.33 7.18 236.08

LESEA 11, NDEA 111, VA, Vocational education; lunch and milk.

" Source: The'Polic')‘/: Institute of the Syracuse University Research Cor oratioﬁ, Project: “‘The Patlern of Allocation ot
Federal Ald to Educatlon,” supported by Ford Foundation Grant 690-0506A.
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TABLE IX,—COMPARISON OF FEDERAL ATD PROGRAMS AND STATE AID FOR SCHCOL DISTRICTS IN 5 LARGEMETRC-
POLITAN AREAS BASED ON PERCENTAGE OF NONWHITE ENROLLMENT, 1967 FISCAL YEAR

State discre-
tionary Federal

Districts In 5 largest SMSA's ranked by raclal makeup ESEA 1 funds? State ald
(number of districts) (per pupit) (per pupil) (per pupil)
New York:
8) 15 percent nonwhile Ormore.....c.ceeeiemenninaeaannn $30.89 $13.01 $413.17
’ l36) less than 15 percent nonwhite. ......coocviiveenaann .. 10.62 10.48 523. 62
ouston:
55; 15 percent nonwhiteormore....cceeeeeieernnnannnnann. 10,21 11.38 193. 35
Det ?t less than 15 percentnonwhite. ... ccoveveniiennnnn.. 19.31 8.35 188.49
etroit:
25) 15 percent nonwhite OF more....coovieeeeceecenannn. 25.85 8.07 285. 06
Bost 22) less than 15 percent nonwhite. ..coceeeenieiinennnnn.. 5.13 5.87 212,69
oston :
El) 15 parcent nonwhite or nore 32.33 7.18 236,08
26) less than 15 percant nonwhite 1.9 11:48 112,19
Los Angelos:
2 g 15 percent nonwhiteor more. ..o.....cooieoan.o.. .. 15.30 8.63 296. 26
19) loss than 15 percent nonwhite. ... ....coveemennannn. 6.28 1.2 236.72

1ESEA 11, NDEA 11, VA, vocational education, lunch, and milk.

Source: Policy Institute of the Syracuse University Research Corporation, Projett: *The Pattern of Federal Ald To
Education,” supported by Ford Foundation Grant 6390-0506A.

TABLE X.—FEDERAL AID AND TOTAL REVENUE BY CENTRAL CITY, OUTSIDE CENTRAL CITY, AND NONMETRO-
POLITAN AREAS, 1967

Percent Federal
aid

Stato Federal aid  Total rovenuo
California:
Central CltY. cemm e vaeaeeeeeeacnaennaccanaacaeanacncnanen $39 $684 5.8
Outside central CltY.ueesicreeeercaceacenccceerecacannns 40 817 4,8
Nonmetropolitan.c.ceceieeriiieieieacceccecaececeanas 54 641 8.4
New York:
Central clty. .... eereremeereceecareseceecceesavemeenaans 38 876 1.7
Outsida contral City.ceeeoueeeeiee i iiceeaiieieicneacaas 31 1,037 3.0
NonmMEtropolitan. . .ciieeaeeeaeniiecieeneecnceancennn 3l 923 3.4
Texas:
Central ity m e it ee e 38 479 1.9
Outside contral Cityeceeeceeeeeeoieeeieancaeeeaccaneanns 36 485 1.4
Nonmetropolitan . ....ceeeeeceeeeecemearcaeccaeecacacan- 63 535 1.8
Michigan:
Central eity........... 29 683 4.2
Outside central city. 17 666 2.5
Nonmotropolitan... 30 629 4.8
Massachusetts:
Contral CltY.oca o e ceeiaaecceecaanceemccasecccaaccasaaaa" 69 675 10.2
Outside contral CllY.aeeeeeeaeaiaataaciaaeeacaaeancann- 38 9 4,8
NONMEtrOPOlItAN . . e eaveenneeeearaeesecenncnnccnnneecmenn ® 0] Q)

1 Not avaifable.

Despite these and other problems, we belleve that the federal role in education
cun provide a needed stimulus to reform, a lever to move far more than the
welght of its own slim share of eduentional finance. Our coneluding remarks will
contuin recomniendations to that end.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We have attempted in this testimony to summarlze how public schools are
flnanced, bnt we nlso have ldentified the major eriterin we believe to be most
approprinte for judging liow equitably the present finance selicme i8 serving the
public interest. We have based these criteria on a definition of equal eduentional
opportunity and used that definition as a yardsticlk against which present local,
state, and federal financing arrangements can be measured.

AS the testimony reveals, we find present school finance plans sadly dysfune-
tional in terms of our definition of equal eduentional opportunity. Our analysis of
the ills of the present system has also ‘suggested a number of general policy ree-
ommendations that, if implemented, would dranatically reduce the gap belween
the promise—equality—aud the reality—inequality—Iin Ameriea’s publie schools.

bilo
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While we do not argue at length for the recommendations in this testhmony, the
rationales for the recommendations are substantially reflected in our earler
review of how the present system works.

Major fiscal reform in pnblle edneatlon must begin at the state level. We believe
strongly that the fisenl inequities swhich plague publle edneation will never be
removed unless states assnme complete tinancinl responsibility for this vital state
‘responsibility. Speclfically, we favor state action first of all to remove the power
1oeal school districts now have to tax property and adoption, ideally, of a grad-

.uated state income tax sufficlent to provide school revenues. Reality suggests,

liowever, that a source of government revenue as productive in its yield as the
property tax will not disappear, and if this is the case we favor state assumption

.0f the property tax, ineluding its aduinistration, nt » modest but unlform stale-
svide property tax rate.

The state would then have to devise criteria with whieh to distribute school
funds, We favor a basle per pupil distribution with addltional amounts for dis-
advantaged pupils as measured by low achlevenient scores ind low soclo-cconomie
stntus. While other distribution plans could be fashioned (such as the plan Pro-
fessor Coons will be discussing with you next week) and other revenue packages
eould be defended, we have suggested genernl approaches we feel to he worthy of
serious public consideration.

We stress state actlon beeanse state-loeal tiaxes raise .93 of every school dol-
1ar and heenunse education is primarily a sfate, not Ineal or Federal, responsibil-
ity. ITowever, we would not-deny for a moment that there is an fimportant role for
the Yederal govermnent to perform in redressing the fiseal inequities in eduen-
tion. We summarize below our key recommendations. recognizing full well the
complexities of the Issues involved, and again basing the summary recommenda-
tions primarily on the analyses we previously presented of the Federal role as
it currently operates.

Trirst, it is clear that the only Federal program now providing substantial dol-
lars for the public schooling of poor children In ESKA Title I. As presently
funded, Title 1 provides about $1.00 per parvticipating child per school day. hardly
a s to engender confidence in the program's prospects for success. We favor
snbstantially larger funding for Title I Lecause it targets Federal dollars on
children shortchanged by local and state funding patterns while allowing great
state and local discretion in determining the nature of the educational program
itself. ‘

I'ederal regn'ations now require “comparability” in state and loeal funds as
a prereqnisite for a school districts’ receiving Yederal funds. We urge rigorous
enforcement of this desirnhle bhut slippery target so that Iederal dollars—notably
Title I—enn provide the compensatory services for which they were designed,
instend of merely fllling in the holes left by discriminatory state and local fund-
Ing plans.

New I'ederal education programs should feature fisenl arrangements which re-
qnire and/or sthnulate state governments to reform their own state school
finance programs, Specifieally, Ifederal ald should be designed to encourage state
governments to build state finance plans which not only reduce expenditure dis-
parities and move townrd full state £1nding, bhut nlso take into acecount the total
flseal effort of loecalities. and pupil characteristics which correlate closely with
low nchievement. Use of those two sets of factors by states would almost surely
inerense the state ald flowing to urban districts, and wonld tend to decrease the
possibility that states might balance any Federal increase in urban aid by in-
creases in state aid to suburbs, :

A second part of this snme problem is the difliculty of assuring that increases
in Federal ald are not completely absorbed through salary inereases for school
personnel, or for tax relief. The former can be partially nandled by requiring
somne sort of proposal from the local district which specifies the educational serv-
iees to Le provided with the Federal money. The latter problem ean partially Le
handled by Congressional provision that state and local nppropriations shall not
be reduced, However, this does not provide protection against nction by local tax
assessors, who, perceiving new resources available to the schools, may. jowe™ ns-
sessments or fail to ralse them in naccordance with growth of market values,
thereby redncing the actual taxing power of many urban and non-urhan boards
of education which operate under fixed maximum rates.

I*inally, we point to a critical inndequacy in the datn avallable to the Congress
and the public regarding Federal aid to cducation, One of the key fiscal statistics
upon which Federal policy should be built is the aggregate Federal ald to ench
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Jocnl educationnl agency, including nll Federal programs aiding public schools.
Such data would be extremely useful in identifying the extent to which a pa

ticular national priority, sny, urban education, is receiving support at the present
time. In other words, it would tell us what our policy now fis. Unfortunately,

‘these data are now available only in crude and incomplete form,

wWeo eall to the Committee’s attention that the Federal government does not
now have a systematic way of measuring its own overall resource alloeation
priorities in education. The difficulties encountered by even skilled researchers in
focusing attention on the aggregate impact of Federal ald on a particular type
.of local district, say, urban districts, underscores the presently fragmented
patterns of thinking about Federal aid to education. Federal policy toward n
particular local school district is primarily a function of the relative distiibution
of Federnl dollars; ‘today, we discuss future policy without really knowing what

‘present policy is.
The availability of comprehensive data affects decislon-making at the Federal

level in three ways. First, it provides baslc tools and essential information by
which the Executive Branch nnd the Congress can view American educalion
on a nationwide scale and set national priorities for Federal action. Second,
availability of comprehensive data permits the design of realistic programs of
TFederal expenditures to achieve these goals. Finally, it provides a menns by
which the Federal government can evaluate the outcomes of program designs
‘both in terms of the distribution of Federal funds and the resulting programmatic
and nggregate impact of those funds prior to the making of new policy decisions.
Until school by school data are available on the delivery of school services and
the nllocation of school resources, and until such data are meaningfully linked
to their effects on children in speeific classrooms, educational polieymakers will
.operate through hunch and guess rather than through a reasoned appraisal of
proisiems and possibilities of public policy. ,

In closing, we would like to express our appreciation to the chairman and to
the members of this committee for the opportunity to present this testimony.
We commend ‘the committee for its interest in the challenging problems of equal
-educational opportunity and hope that our efforts will be of some use In its
-deliberations.

Senator Monnats. All right, proceed. :

Mr. Kerry. Senator, I am mindful of the time problem and par-
ticularly of your patience with us in going through some somewhat
-dreary statistics.

Senator Moxpare. Weare doing all vight.

‘STATEMENT OF JAMES A. KELLY, PROGRAM OFFICER IN PUBLIC
EDUCATION, THE FORD FOUNDATION, NEW YORK CITY 3

Mr. Keury., Unfortunately, the problem is simply not a simple one
‘to unravel and it is not one to which one can supply simple solutions.
The first section of my remarks will deal with an attempt to suggest
-explanations for the dis?arities and inequities that we have been dis-
cussing. Seccond, we will turn to suggestions and recommendations,
‘which are qnite general but we hope will be helpful, that arise out
of those analyses. - ' ‘ S :
~ In the first half of these remarks that deal with explanations as to
‘why we are in this mess, I want to deal with four issues. I will deal
with & couple of them somewhat quickly because they are claborated
upon in the prepared testimony, and I do not think need to be gone
into in great detail verbally. .

The first deals with the centrality of State governments in this
whole proposition: sccond, the special circummstances of urban sclool
districts; third, tho dificulties and problems associated with the prop-
erty tax as the central source of local school revenue; and fourth,

%
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comments about Federal aid to education. All of this is within the
first section of the remarks dealing with explanations.

In examining the question of why school expenditures are allocated
in such n discriminatory fashion, there is no way to avoid the position
of State governments in unraveling the story. States hold_plenary
power over that function of government we call public education.
It is not a Federal function; legally it is a State responsibility.

States choose to exercise that responsibility by creation of local
school districts, by assigning to those districts the power to tax prop-
erty, and by passing statutes and regulations dealing with school ap-
proFrin.tions and expenditures, by adopting statutes and regulations
dealing with specific educational practices ranging from who may
teach to who must attend school and what school, what books they
may read, what curriculum they shall study and what day and hour
they shall observe Arbor Day. So there is no way to avoid State
responsibility for the situation that we are now in.

That lends us to certain conclusions lnter about Federal fiscal strate-
gies in this area.

Starte EQuanizatioN Praxs

A word about State equalization plans.

For the past 40 years State governments have gotten away with
claims that they are equalizing educational resources and educational
oxpenditures and sometimes even that they are equalizing the fiscal
burden of paying for education because they adopt equalization
schemes. Our position is that few if any of these so-called schemes
equalize anything, We are prepared to defend that with volumes and
volumes and stacks and stacks of evidence. But I will not go into
detail except to assert it.

There is an explanation in our prepared statement on pages 15, 16,
and 17 of the way the California State school equalization program
works. I call it to your attention because it is well prepared and its
author is o distinguished justice of the California State Supreme
Court who wrote the opinion in the Serrano versus Priest case.

In California the amount of State aid is determined as follows:

First of all, they require the local district to levy o $1 tax on the
assessed value of the property.

Second, the State provides $125 for State aid for every student in
the State regavdless of any other consideration.

You add those two figures together, and then you subtract from
$355, which is an arbitrary legislatively set difference. That difference
equnjs the aid. The average expenditure is now $950 per pupil, yet
State aid is ealculated in a never-never land of funny numbers based
upon this arbitrary $365 “equnlized” basic program.

In the case of the Baldwin School District, as the court pointed
out, its $1 local property tax raises approximately $50 of local money.
The State throws in $125 basic aid and the additional amount to $355
in equalization aid,

I contrast that with Beverly Hills which—I can vefer to the text
here——

Senator Monpare. Poor Beverly Hills, '

Mr. Kuriy. Yes. Its $1 produces $870 per pupil, a difference of
about 17 times in magnitude. Yet Beverly Hills thinks of itself, and

i.\\“"; .
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the political culture with which educational finance lives in the State
level allows Beverly Hills to-get away with thinking that it is a
“minimum aid? district because it has the lowest percentage rate of
equalization. Beverly Hills should properly be thought of as a bonus
district—the State pays the bonus for being rich. Despite the fact
that its $1 tax raises $800 of local money, ﬁley still get $125 State
aid per pupil. :
WibkNs Gar Berweexy Disrricrs

So the program in Californin not only fails to bring the poor up to
standard but provides direct payments to widen the gap between . the
rich and poor.

The second point I wish to make has to do with the special prob-
lems of urban school districts. The nature of these problems is directly
involved in o population shift in the United States which isnow in its
sixth decade in which the schools in cities have received children from
outlying rural aveas and from the South. I am speaking here of central
city schools in the Northeast, Middle West, those sections of the
country.

These children have been educated in the city schools, reccived
their high school education, and frequently received college educa-
tions there. They have joined the professions and joined the ranks
of the white-collar worlkers, secure({ good positions. They live in the
suburbs; those are the people that live in the suburbs. My own father
is a perfect example of this—a person educated in city schools but
now living in a residential suburb.

To take their place in the city more people come in from rural
areas, and from the South. This population shift is, as I say, now in
its sixth decade, and is still continuing. It is impossible to talkk in-
telligently about the problems of city schools and what reasonably
to expect them to do unless you ook that fact in the face. It is par-
ticularly diflicult to think of what you would expect them to do
when they are not receiving as much resources as the children of those
suburban citizens who were previously educated in the city schools.

"Senator Monpare. So if you look at it from the standpomnt of equal-
ity of financial input—the rich suburban school versus the deprived
central city school system-—that grossly understates the disparity;
there are many, many other factors: higher cost of education, school
property costs, differences in education input of the families, which
must be a tremendous difference.

The educational input of the children to this—if you havea group of
high achievers in a class, they must contribute enormously to each
other, don’t they ?

Frperarn Poricy Arrracrs Poor o Croies

Mr. Knnry. Yes, sir. Also, you see, there is a deliberate Federal
policy—public housing—to attract poor eople to cities. In New York
City there are approximately 150,000 children attending public school
living in public housing for which the city receives no ocal tax reve-
ne. Lest time I looked at it it was a negotiated payment of about $20
per pupil per year.
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Senator MonpaLe. We tried to get a bill providing impact aid for
ublic housing; we got an appropriation in the Senate, but it was
illed in the House. '
Mr. Keiry. Yes, they killed it in the House.

On paper the Frepared testimony points out three constraints on the

reform potentia

of local school districts that are particularly acute in
urban schools. '

First of all, the body of State law and regulation that governs public-
schools is much more detailed for ubran school districts than for

others. Most large States have special bodies of education law per-
taining exclusively to large contral city school districts. In about half
of the largest cities in the United States there are more restrictive tax
provisions on the access of school districts to tax property in large
central school districts than for any other school district in the State.

In the case of Wisconsin this applies only to the city of Milwaukee.
In Missouri, only St. Louis, In Michigan, only the city of Detroit. So
itis in many other States across the country. )

These are laws which were passed 80 or 40 years ago when it was
widely perceived that city scflools were in a favored position and
should be controlled by the State for the benefit of the rural and out-of-
State interests.

Second, the bureaucracies which administer large city school sys-
tems are unquestionably less responsive and more rigid, less capable
of internal reform, probably more defensive in the face of external
demand for reform than in the case of small school districts.

Banrrizrs ro REeronat

Senator MonpALE. I am fascinated with my city brothers who talk
of need to experiment with community-controlled schools. We have
thousands of schools where the local folks take a great interest and
1 those schools and they do not have an enormous bureaucracy to
frustrate them. It is in the big city where, in eftect, the ability ofy the
community to have this control is frustrated..I think that the insula-
tion of the central bureaucracy from any community concerns is really
one of the great barriers to school reform in this country.

Mr. KenLy. Well, New York State, which I mention in this context
because of the expiosive results of the school decentralization fight
in New York City in the last 3 or 4 years, is an interesting place to
contrast tho way in which school districts in New York State deter-
mine their budget. Many. hold an annual meeting at which anyone
may come and at which there is a vote of those present. The others
have referendums. S

In New York City there is a nonelected school board and the budget
at no point passes through the public for referendum or approval in
any sense. There are hearings, which are highly pro forma.

-Senator MonpaLs. In the fight over community control at this.
point without any doubt, the edge mnst be given to.the central bureauc-
racy ; is that correct ?. lo o ) :

Mr. KewLy. That would be correct. R -

Senator Moxpari, The effort. to get control of the central elements.
of the school system which has been the plea of community control,
has been largely frustrated?

[
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Mr. Krriy. Yes, but in New York City, and in special cases in other
citics across the country there are places In which decentralized elected
boards are appointing school principals, which is not an insignificant
lever on power. I think there are some signs—— : ‘

Senator MonpaLe. It is a tendency and not a victory. '

Mr. Ky, It's by no means a widespread tendency, and it's facing

even more centrenched opposition from the education establishment:

than it did 3 or 4 years ago, I would say.

The third of three constraints I wanted to mention that place:

school districts in & bind in termns of the local capability of dealing:
with the problems, is a fiscal system which forces them to rely on local
property tax base for additional marginal resources they need from
year to year to finish their budgets.

Prorerry Tax Base

As Mr. Berke pointed out, it’s possible to prediet with accuracy the
level of school expenditures in local districts in the United States
simply from two o1 three measures of the income level of the popula-
tion and propexty tax wealth of the school district without any regard
whatsoever to political leadership of the school board or educational
needs of the pupils.

In the casc of city schools there have been more severe assessment
problems in the cities where assessment ratios have been allowed to
slide down and down over a period of tine, thus concealing from the
school district a portion of the real tax base in the community that it
otherwise would have had access to. Wo have data in our testimony
on that for a few citics. This is particularly severe again because
States have frequently restricted city school districts in their capacity
to tax property by saying what the maximum tax rate will be; when
the city government drops the asscssment ratio over two or three dec-
ades from, say, 80 to 40 percent, which is not untypical from the mid-
1930’ to 1nid-1960’s—you see the bind these schools are in.

Tt’s a real bind, and I think it’s not adequate to cop out on the
issue of that bind by saying we don’t know whether teachers should
use this book or that boolk, or we don’t kncw the proper political struc-
ture at the community level. That is a real problem. Whatever it is
they would decide they want to do, they have serious fiscal problemns in
getting the resources to do it.

Rerorm or Prorerry Tax

Now, I skip quickly across the property tax question—not because
it is insignificant; it’s the heart of the problem of educational finance
in tho United States. But I believe you will have expert testimony later
in thesc hearings from people who are more specifically knowledge-
able aboutthe property tax than either Mr. Berkeor L.~ -~

‘We have a]luc{()-zd fo the difficulties that are associated with the
property tax. I would like to point out that of all public school reve-
nues in the United States, 51 percent of them are from the property
tax. Of all school ‘revenues in the United States from local sources,
98 percent are from the property tax. It would take a-very substan-

524

PR




6672

tial State income tax or national income tax to make up the tens of
billions of dollars of revenue that local and State govermnents get
from the property tax. It inay be the world’s worst administrated tax.
It probably 1s. It is corrupt, inefficient, unequal, inequitable; but it
sroduces a lot of revenue and it will be with us in onc way, shape, or
form for quite a while.

A significant question about reform is how can we make the prop-
erty tax a better tax because it’s going to be a tax that will be with us
for quite a while. We have o couple of suggestions in that regard in
our prepared testimony. .

Ono other comment, about the property tax is that legislators have
expressed their unique confidence in public sup{)ort of education by
making it the only public service in the United States that has the
honor of going to the electorate once a year for the taxes needed to
support it. I would like to ask the Senator if you feel that a lot of
other services of government, be they Federal or State or local, would
be able to obtain their funds if they had to go to the electorate once
a year. I doubt if the New York State income tax would be passed
each year and raised each year as property taxes are for the schools.
It's » unique instrument for allowing public access to the decision-
making about fiscal governance of schools.

Tazrayrer’s Revour

In vecent years the access of schools to revenues has been inhibited
by a new reluctance on the part of taxpayers to go through that ritual
with]out. asking a lot of questions each year. There is a taxpayer’s
revolt.

In the State of California, I understand last year 60 percent—
mensured by the doHar volune of bond issues involved—G0 percent of
tho bond issues were defeated. Similar difficulties are occurring in
other States. This is a difficulty associated with the property tax use
as we have been using it.

Fin&ll{y, Federal aid to edneation. I eall your attention here to the
propared testimony that begins on page 24. ‘Wo treat Federal aid here
1 & cursory way because the definitive recent study of it was the study
at Syracuse University, which your Select Committee has already
noted by issuing a committee print of their interim report.

We point out that Federal aid to education provides 7 percent of
the revenues for public schools in the United étn.tes. In some tables
which follow page 24——

Senator MonpaALE. What was that second paragraph? Largely be-
cause of impact of Title I—

My, Kerry. Which provides close to 40 percent of the Federal funds
for clementary and secondary education.

Senator MonpaLe. That cant be right; is it?

Mr. Kerry, Well, Federal funds——

Senator Monparr. Oh, Federal funds.

Mv. KeLLy, Yes,

Senator MonpaLe. Do you have a breakdown of the total amount
of each of the categories of Federal funds? Like impacted aid, Title
II, Title IXX?%
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Mr. Keuuy. No. :
Senator MonpaLe. I would like to sce a breakdown of each of those
types for the record.* '

Mr. Kreuny. All right. o

Senator Monpave. It’s interesting that the most dramatic increase
has been in Federal impact aid, and I think that is growing dispro-
portionate to nced. _

Mr. Kerny. Well, T was starting to say that Mr. Berke’s study is
the first one that really addressed itself to the question of who is
getting Federal aid to education. What kinds of people, what places
and in what proportions? We haven’t had the data on that until the
Syracuse study. Tables 7, 8, 9, and 10 address themselves to that.
question,

For instance, table 7, which follows page 24, comparcs federally-
aided programs with local and State in the different ét-ates.

In California ESEA Title I provided $19 per pupil to the central
citics in that study, and in other school districts in California, Title I
provided $11 per pupil.

State discrctionary Ifederal funds were distributed to cenfral cities
in the nmount of $11, and outside cities it was $18. That is BSE. Title
IT and Title ITX, and the scl:ool lunch money.

Senator MoNpaLE. Do you have impact aid ?

Mr. Kerny. Noj; that is not a state diseretionary fund. But we could
breals that out for you. That could be done but that is not in that table,
because it is allocated to the school districts by Federal formnla. The
point that T wanted to make about that table, Senator, is that while
Title I is providing in most of those States a favorable treatment for
central city schools, general State aid has the opposite impact, that is,
it discriminates against the citics.

In California $40 more State aid per pupil was provided outside
central cities than to central cities.

l§1imilm' comments could be made about other States shown in that
table.

In tables 8and 9, Mr. Berlke’s data show that——

Senator MonpaLe. Go back to 7 a moment. Your data does not try
tobrealk out the poor rural districts, does it 2

Mr. Berke. These data, Senator, in this table are for the metropolitan
areas in the States. We do have some rural districts in our States, and
what we find is that Federal aid goes there in fairly high proportions.
In fact—

Senator Monpare. In other words, it shows that the rural poor dis-
tricts do better through Federal aid than do central cities?

Mr. Brrke. If yon look at table 10 the answer is yes. We do show
contral city-ontside central city, which is suburban, and then non-
metropolitan. You can read largely “rural® for “nonmetropolitan.”

Senator MonpaLe, That doesn’t break out the rich rural districts
versus the poor ones?

Mr. Brrke. No, it does not.

Senator Monpare. Mr. Kelly talked carlier of a Federal program
of encouraging people to move to the big citics public housing.

*Sce Comumlttee Print: Finanelal Aspects of Equality of Rlucational Opportunity,

76

Ny




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

6674

~ We have another one which is rural poverty, about which nothing
is being done. Many of our rural poor districts in Minnesota and most

States arc just as bad oft asthe central cities.

Must Reverse Rorar MicraTioN

"That is onc of the reasons the people are leaving. I am increasingly
of the view—TI notice people lilke John Gardner and others are begin-
ning to say this—that we have to stop the migration into these major
central citles.

More than that, we have to reverse it. That is why I think we have
to look not only at the central city schoul systems that are losing, but
also at these poor rural districts where from everything I have seen
the people would much prefer to live—if they could get decent services
and feel their childven weren’t being cheated and where there is
community control in most instances

Mr. Berie, Of course Mr. Kelly has outlined problems with the

roperty tax base in central cities. Of courte there are cqual problems
n the outlying areas. '

Senator MonpaLe. Yes, sune thing. A very similar situation.

Mr. Brrice. The major problem there, quite simply, is absence of
resources to tax in the areas you are talking about.

Senator Monpave. Is there any way of getting data in your study to
try to break out on some basis, some of these rural districts as well us
thie central cities? There are many nonmetropoliten rural areas that
are wealthy.

Mr. Bergr, Yo« thercare.

Senator Mon:. i There are many that are tragically poor. Once
again, this real escate tax thing comes n.

My, Berir. One of the services, Senator, this committee could do—
T am jumping ahead a little into the recommendations but it scems too
good an opportunity to miss—is to recommend an increased concern
on the part of the Office of Education and increased support to fulfill
that concern for developing the kinds of data that you as a Senator
need to addvess these problems. :

Senator MonDpALE. Amen.

Now, we are going to have hearings on that because the more we
oct into this, the rcally tough questions of education, the more 1t

ccomes apparent that the data collection process of the Federal Gov-
ernment; is appalling. You leavn everything you don’t want to learn
and nothing that you need to know. It is inerec ible how much we spend
on useless information and how little we ask what some people call
the “hot” questions.

e will have hearings on Federal data and research and demonstra-
tions and therest. . . : _

Mr. KrnLy. We bave some general recomm endations to male to you.

Senator Monoare. We would like to hear those becanse those are

the problems we arc up aginst, really.

How DirrrreNT Districrs REACT

Mr, KruLy. I would like to point out as a remark that one of the
interesting fallouts of the Serranc case in California is the difference
between rich and poor rural districts in how they perceive the likely

:', s sf‘__‘"_'ﬁ
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impact of Serrano. Rural districts in the central valley of California

-which have high Jand values are uot intrigued by the prospects of a

statewide property tax. o
But there are other districts which are poor which would benefit

;greatly from that.

Senator Moxpare. There is a tremendous identity of interest be-

tween rural and arban poor which I think is beginning to emerge.

Mr. Keuy. Not to argue or tend to ge against the point you make
-about the rural poor, there is one more point I wanted to make about

the data in our prepared testimony, particularly tables 8 and 9, those

tables on Federal aid programs within metropolitan districts. I would

“like to point out that table 8 shows State and Federal aid to education
‘within metropolitan areas of five States by income groupings. It shows

that communities which have high incomes tend to receive a very small

1 or average amount of other Iederal

funds, and a substantial amount of State aid to education, sometimes
larger than is provided central cities. .

That comparison can be made through the data in table 8. Table 9

-shows the racial groupings.

Senator Monpare. So the wealthiest grouping in California receives

.-1slo Title I, $3.60 Federal fund discretionavy funds, and $230 from the
.otate.

Mr. XrerLy, That is right. o _
Senator Monpari. Whereas the poorest district receives $191 fromn

-the State, a difference of about $40.

Mr, Keowy. Yes. )
_ Senator Moxvarr. Wherens Title I gives $23. But that doesn’t make
it up, that is only half the difterence between the State aid

. contrli)ution.

Mr. Krnry. That $40 per pupil in the case of Los Angeles has to be
multiplied by 750,000 students to arrive at a total dollar impact. We
are talking of $30 million which is a lot of money for a school system.

Table 9 does the same thing by racial groupings within metropolitan

.districts. Again, Title I comes ont looking very good in terms of its

ability to deliver Federal dollars to school districts with high concen-
trations of students from minority groups; whereas other Federal
funds come out, about even; and the State record is spotty at best, and
in some cases, for instance in New York, it goes against the trends we
havoe been proposing in this testimony. :

Senator Monpare. In alnost cvery case the inequity of State aids
more than wipes out the so-called compensatory value of Title I,

Mr. Kerny, Yes; and for that reason—it raises a point which we
mnake in our recommendations as to what makes sense about the func-

tion of Federal aid to ecazation. -

Senator MonpaLr. But there are people who say Title I isn’t working.
In fact, when you look at the total amount of dollarsthe school systems
receive, there would be no reason to see a return because all that counts

is the dollar that the school gets.

The Title I aid really hasn’t made much difference.
Mr. Kerry. We have three double-spaced pages of recommendations

“which we have worked on carefully and which deal with that question
:and several others. We can dispense with that by letting me go
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“through it with you and highlight what I think are the important
points in it. I think it would clarify the positions that we try to tale.

Scnator Moxnpace, All right. ‘ _

Mr. Krrny. We have attempted in this testimony to summarize how
public schools are financed, but we also have identified the major
criteria we believe to be most appropriate for judging how ecquita-
bly the present finance scheme is serving the puﬁ]ie interest. We
have based these criteria on a definition of equal educational oppor-
tunity and used that definition as a yardstick against which present
local, State, and Federal financing arrangements can be measured.

Every one of these points is supportecﬁ)y a large body of mate-
rial. Major fiscal reform in public education must begin at the State
level. I say begin, not in any time sequence, but begin in the sense
of the unavoidable centrality of its position in the whole structure,

We believe strongly that the fiscal inequitics which plague public
education will never be remmoved unless States assume complete fi-
nancial responsibility for this vital State responsibility. We use the
term complete financial responsibility to designate the way we would
like to see it happen.

First of all, the State would then have to devise criteria with which
to distribute school funds. We favor a basic per-pupil distribution
with additional amounts for disadvantaged pupils as measared by
low achicvement scores and low socioeconomic status, While other
distribution plans could be fashioned—such as the plan Professor
Coons will be discussing with you next week—and other revenue pack-
ages could be defendea, we have suggested general approaches we
teel to be worthy of serious public consideration.

We stress State action because State-local taxes raise $0.98 of every
school dollar and because education is primarily a State, not local
or Federal, responsibility. ITowever, we would not deny for a mo-
ment that there is an important role for the Federal Government
to perform in redressing the fiscal inequities in education,

Suarary oFr Kry RECOMMENDATIONS

We summarize below our key recommendations and they are as
follows: ,

First, it is clear that the only Federal program now providing
substantial dollars for the public schooling of poor children is ESEA
Title I. As presently funded, Title I provides about $1 per partici-
pating child per schoo. day, hardly a sum to engender confidence in
the program’s prospects for success.

We favor substantially larger funding for Title I because it targets
Federal dollars on children shortchanged by local and State fund-
ing patterns while allowing great State and local discretion in de-
termining the nature of the educational program itself.

Federal regulations now require “comparability” in State and lo-
ceal funds as a prerequisite for a school district’s receiving Federal
funds. I would interject that we arc not naive about compliance with
the comparability regulations, but the regulations are there. We urge
rigorous enforcement of this desirable %}ﬂt slippery target so that
Federal dollars—notably Title I—can provide the compensatory serv-
ices for which they were designed, instead of merely filling in the
holes left by discriminatory State and local funding plans,




6677

New Federal educition programs should feature fiscal arrange-
ments which requiré and/or stimulate State governments to reform
their own Stite: school finance programs. Specifically, Federal aid
should be designed to cuicourage State governments to build State

finance plans; formulas for' distribution, which not only reduce ex-

penditure disparities and move toward full State funding, but also
take into account the total fiscal effort of localities, and pupil charac-

teristics which correlate closely witli low achievement.

Use of those: factors by States would almost surely increase the

State aid flowing to urban districts.

Senator Monpare. Would you say poor rural?

Mr. Kerry. Yes,and Isaw your thought there.

Senator MoNDALE. ‘I think fhiat is a bias that hasto be eliminated.
Mr. Keruy. Iaceept yourconunent. — °

Senator MoxpaLe. Somebody ‘was telling me we have a dock strike

on the west coast but it is not a national emergency because it is on

the west coast. o , ‘

1f it were on the east coast it would be a national emergency. But
that is “just the folks out there in the boonies.” They should be able
to get along all right, I guess. '

éo ahead. ,

My, KEeLry. And if States were to use these factors the way we
would like, it would tend to decrease the possibility that States
would simply balance any Federal increase ini aid for t?le »oor by in-
creases in State aid to the suburbs, a process that probab}y‘ has been
going on since Title I was passed.

A second part of this same problem is the difficulty of assuring
that increases in Federal aid are not completely absorbed through
salary increases for school personnel, or for tax relief. ,

A third category would be for educational services, of course.

The former can be partially handled by requiring some sort of
proposal from the local district which specifies the educational serv-
ices to be provided with the Federal money. That is a partial solu-
tion, The latter problem can partially be handled by congressional
Frovision that State and lo’calp appropriations shall not be recuced,
yut this does not solve the problem either. '

INADEQUACY IN AVAILABLE Dara

Finally we point to a critical inadequacy in the data available to
the Congress and the public regarding Federal aid to education, One of
the key fiscal statistics upon which Tederal policy should be built is
the aggregate Federal aid to each local educational agency, incliding
all Federal programs aiding public schools. Such data would be ex-
tremely useful in identifying the extent to which a particular na-
tional priority, say, urban education, is receiving support at the
present time. = ‘ )

" TIn other words, it would tell us what our policy now is. Unfortu-
nately, these data are now available only in crude and incomplete
form. - S T : .

Senator Moxnpatk. Let:me see; you think they ought to prepare

statistics which show Federal aid toeach LEA? . - :
‘Myr. Kewry. From all sources. = . S

- "Seriator Monpaie.' All right, if you ask OE- for a breakdown on

Federal aid to the Chicago school system, would. they tell you?
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Mr. KeLLy. Well, Senator, 3 or 4 years ago I worked at the National
‘Urban Coalition working on these programs. When I came to Wash-
ington I was interested in whether cities were getting a fair shake on
Trederal aid to education, and I found it was imposs_i%le to know.

I do not think Mayor Daley knew and I do not think it can be found
now. .

If Chicago has 30 percent of the pupils and 60 percent of the Title I
pupils in ITlinois, what percentage of Federal funds goin% to Illinois
does Chicago get? Does it get 30 percent, 50 percent? No ody knows
-at the present time. n o ,

We do Imow of data from the Office of Education on expenditures
:at the local level. ,

Senator Monpare. You could find out how much money went to
:Chicago, but not how much went to Illinois? -

Mr. KeLvy. You could find how much went through Illinois through
the OE programs. You would have to go to some other Federal office
to find out how much OEO money went into public schools in Illinois,
-and similarly for Labor and other departments that would be involved.

Reeurar ANavLvsts Neepep

The best data on the equity of Federal aid in terms of your com-
mittee’s interest are those that were smoked out in five States in the
study at Syracuse University. A number of people are trying to use
that analysis as a demonstration and as a device to get the Office of
Education, Office of Management and Budget, and Congress jointly
to agree thatthat analysis should be done regularly. ! :

There is a lot of money involved and it is not expensive to get those
data. We do not know where the dollars are going. S

Senator Monpare. That is incredible. . C

Mr. KerLiy. We call to the comrmittee’s attention ‘that the Federal
Government does not now have a, systematic way of measuring its
-own overall resource allocation priorities in education. The difficulties
encountered by even skilled. reseaichers in focusing attention on the
aggregate impact of all Federal aid, not just Title I for example, on a
particular type of local district, say, urban districts, underscores
the presently fragmented patterns o thinking about Federal aid to
education. , , L o

Federal policy toward a particular local school district is primarily
a function of the relative gistri'bution of Federal dollars; today, we
discuss future policy ‘without really knowing what present. policy is.

Senator Monpare. All right. _— . 2

Mr. Kervy. The availability of comprehensive data affects decision-
making at the Federal level 1n three ways. These could provide us a
rati?nale for our solutions, and they would provide us a basis for our
WOI'{. . . T T H - :
In closing, we would like to express our appreciation to the chair-
man-and to the members.of this committee for the opportunity to
present this testimony. We commend the committee for its interest.in
the challenging problems of equal educational opportunity and hope
that our eftorts will be of some use in its deliberations. - - ST

Senator Monpare, Thank you very much,.and I.would say that
both of you, Mr. Berke and you, Mr. Kelly, have been-of great lelp to

us in.-a pioneering nature in helping this committee to understand the

financial elements of the inequality of education.,
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Your proposal, in effect, calls for interdistrict equality of financial
inputs within a State with some adjustments for need yet to be
defined. : .

Is that essentially it?

Mr. BerkE. Yes.

Mr. KeLoy. Yes, - S :

Senator Monpare. Certainly the California case is a very hopeful
and helpful new step on the Input side, is it not?

Mr. Kerry. Mr. Berke pointed out the Serrano decision strikes down
the uso of the local tax base as the determinant. It allows legislative
decision on any other.

Senator MonpaLE. That is right.

EpucaTiON AND EqQuaL PROTECTION DOCTRINE

Mr. Kerny. I would read that decision to mean that an equal-dollar-

‘per-student system would be acceptable, or that an equal-dollar sys-
‘tem adjusted on the basis of educational need as we have defined it, in
terms of achievement scores and so on, would be acceptable.

Legally, it is a question of what is an acceptable classification of
peoplg under State action within equal protections doctrine. The court
15 saying that wealth is not an acceptable classification for something

‘that is of “fundamental interest” to the State.

Senator MonpALE. Yet it is a fundamental new decision because it

.says the State is responsible, and the State cannot shuck off its respon-

sibility by putting theburden on local real estate taxes and accepting
.the valuation differencesthat flow between districts. :
. Mr. Kewvy. Legislators wanted the best of both worlds. They wanted
to be able to specify. what shall happen in each and every classroom,
but they have created a financial system which the public perceives to
‘be_placing major. responsibility for financing schools on the local
community. - o _ L '
" Anything the local community can pick up in the way:of State aid
should be regarded as a gratuitous gesture by, the State legislators.
‘Legally, the system is not structured that way and the Serrano deci-
sion makes that clear. .~ . T " R
Senator MoxpaLE. Do you see o way of dealing with the interstate
.differences? = . ) oo . ‘
T notice your recommendations do not seem to deal with the wide
.differences ‘between States in their ability to generate revenue. .
It would seem it would follow quickly on the heels of the Serrano
decision, if that becomes generally accepted liw, that you must look
.at the difference not only between the school districts, but the differ-
ences between States. Would younot thinkso? ...~ " . =~
"Mr. Kervy. I don’t think that it is likely to emerge directly from
‘the Serrano argument, because the Serrano argument,is restricted to
State action, intrastate action. - S
But Ithink in'the eyesof the public'and politically, in terms of what
-will be acceptable in this field if that decision stands, the interstate
.question of inequity is real and is going to be able to be faced more
-squarely than we can face it at the present time. : . CLe
"We do not come forward with a specific plan for a Federal program
‘to alleviate interstate differences.in, expengjtures, although we would
.certainly wish to apply, I am sure, our definition of equal educational
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background, and in achievement.. - :

Mr. Berke can speak for himself here.

Mr. Berge. I have nothing to add. L :

Mr. Kery. We do say, Senator Mondale, that specifically Title I
of KSEA is the only Federal program which addresses itself, intra
and interstate to our criterion of educational need.. -

opportunity, which implies.a direct interest in pupil socioeconomic

Furor Asovt TitLe I Fuxps .

We are both acutely aware of all of the furor about how good Title
Iis. The fact of the matter is that if you want to provide local people
with the opportunity to spend money on education and you wish to
provide those dollars in greater amounts to the poor than to the rich,
i the only thing you can vote for in Washington that does that, is
! TitleI. , v
1 E Seimtor Monpare. - And student assistance, which goes to poor
people. ' ' :

Mr. Kerny. Iam talkingelementary and secondary levels.

Senator MonNpaLE. The worst thing about Title I is that it has .
no political constitueney, no political clout beliind it. i

Mr. Berse. A thought occurred to me from your comments about
the rural problem, and some of the others that is not unrelated to the !

kind of formula one might want for distributing aid. i

My comunent is that we took a look at how different formulas relat- ;
ing to educational need would work for New York State. In other
words, we simulated, through the computer, where the dollars would
go using two different techniques. Using an achievement test technique,
we distributed additional money to districts in proportion to the
number of pupils below minimun competence by statewide achieve-
ment tests. In New York State it is approximately the lower quarter
of the class that fits that definition, anc{) istributing additional moneys
to districts in proportion to the number of pupils of that kind they
have, we found that aid went in large measure to central cities.

But we found also that that kind of measure, unlike the second tech-
nique, the use of pupils from homes receiving AFDC was able to pick
out suburban areas and rural areas also, and the interesting thing was
that there was a very good correlation between the districts with what
we would call ﬁnancij problems, and educational problems, so that as
we do move more into this area of allocating aid on the basis of need
and as we do look forward to tinkering with the Title I approach and
whatnot, I would commend consideration — o
~* Senator Monpace. The formula you are talking about, is that based
on the number of children below a certain grade achievement level or

‘economically ?

Mr. Binke. No, it was based on achievement. © ‘
Senator MoxpaLe. But it tended to have a correlation to economics?

.  FamiLy Ecoyoxics BrsT PREDICTOR
Mr. Brrge. Yes, in fact the scholars'.who investigated some of the

questions you stated earlier found the best 'H)rédj ctor as to how a stu-
dent. does in school bears on the economic level of the family.
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This is a frightening statistic, and it is one we ill have to break
down if we are to move toward educational opportunity.

Mr. Kenry. Can I make a comrment that ties together a couple of
loose strands here, particularly about your musing ont loud about
the political constituency of Title I? In making this comment, I don’t
want to overempliasize my hope that Serrano will immediately stand
as the law of the land, but over a period of years, it is likely to stand.

If it does stand, a couple of things might start to happen. A closer
political identity on this issue miglt be perceived between blue collar
workers living In suburbs and blacks in cities. According to the data
wo present in our tables, both groups are misserved by the system.

econd, over a longer period of time, if this decision were to stand,
it would remove one of the rationales for maintaining segregated
housing in the suburbs, namely that racial minority groups can be
kept out of suburban school districts by segregated zoning or some
other practice. -

If the local tax base doesn’t have anything to do with the amount
of education they can provide, it \\-'oulc{ cliip away at the problem of
distribution of populations. , '

Senator Moxpare. Would it be possible to develop a Berke-Kelly
formula for true equality in ﬁnanci.ll distributions which would adjust
for this number of children below grade level, the costs of education,
the contribution of student body to each other, the coutribution of
parents, et cetera, and come up with a formula that would truly—with
a theoretical target for what is necessary for delivering full equality
educational programs?

Mr. BErgE. I guess that deserves a serious answer thougli, Senator.

Mr. Kerry. I think we can, in our recominendations in the broader
report* that we will submit to you, we can specify the kinds of factors
and specific kinds of measures that we believe should be involved if a
centrally funded distribution scheme is to meet our criteria for edu-
cational need.

Equanry Basep oN NEED

Senator Moxpare. In effect, your testimony comes down hard on
the point that equality in dollar input is not adequate. You need to
have equality based on need. There ought to be a support system which
delivers an extra punch where you have a student body or large propor-
tion of the student body whic1)1 needs extra lielp, right?

Mr. Berxe. Right.

Senator MoNpALE. So, the figures you use, the data we have is all
dollar input ; it doesn’t adjust for those other factors.

Wouldn'’t it be useful to have the Berke-Ielly model which would
be a decent system of aids based on these factors?

Mr. Berge. Senator, there is nothing X would like better to do. I
think we would be delighted to try to put something together and
submit it to the committee.

Mr. KeLLy. In terms of what would be specifieally helpful to you,
it would be necessary for us to liave further conversations with your
staff. The two of us would he llappy to do that.

Senator MoxpaLe. Certainly.

I would like to see a little more breakout, if it is available or can be
done, on the plight of the poor rural districts. We are weak 1in that

*See Committee Print : Financlal Aspects of Equallty of Educational Opportunity.
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regard. And anything that will show the interstate differences in effort,
dollar amounts,or whatever. - : ‘
 Mr. Kerry. That can be done. '
Senator MoNpALE. And some suggestions for action.

I don’t want to pick on Arkansas—but I suspect if the State of’

Arkansas took the Serrano case and had a full program of equality

of education input within the State, for all practical purposes, the
children of Arkansas would still be cheated if one looks at their status.

as American citizens.

Mr. Kzerry. Well, on the interstate problem, we can provide all sorts.
of data for you and those data are available relatively easily through:

the NI A and the Office of Education.

can.
- Senator Monbare. All right.

The committee is in recess, to reconvene at 10 a.m., on Thursday,.

in room 1114, of the New Senate Office Building.

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m., the Select Committee was recessed, to-
reconvene at 10 a.m., on September 23, 1971, in room 1114, of the New-

Senate Office Building.)

The rural problem we will have to dig on, and we will do what we-
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"INEQUALITY IN SCHOOL FINANCE

. THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 1871
U.S. SENATE

SeLECT COMMITTEE ON
Equar EpucarioNal. OPPORTUNITY
, ' _ Washington, D.C.

The Select Committee met at 10: 05 a.m., pursuant to call, in roomr
1114, of the New Senate Office Building, the Honorable Walter F.
Mondale, chairman of the committee, presiding. :

Present ;- Senator Mondale. ‘

Stafl members present: William C. Smith, staff director and general
counsel ; Donn Mitchell, professional staff; and Leonard Strickman,
minority counsel. :

Senator Mo~NpaLe. The committee will come to order. This morning
we continue our hearings into the issue of school finance which relates
to equality in education. Qur first witness is an old hand at this
issue, Mr. Julius Hobson, director of the Washington Institute for
Quality Education, Washington, D.C. Following his testimony, we
will hear from Mrs. Catharine Barrett, president-elect of the NEA,
and then, Dr. Charles Benson, staff director, New York State Com-
mission on the Quality, Cost and Financing of Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education.- R C L

We are very pleased to have you here with us this morning. v

" Mr. Hopson. Thank you very much. I have some more statements
coming for the press as soon as the young man comes in.

Senator MoxvpaLe. Very . well, we’ll distribute them when they
arrive. T v v o
" Mr. Hosson. Thank you. : :

Senator MonpaLe. And we appreciate your willingness to testify
out of order here. o L

STATEMENT OF JULIUS W. HOBSON, DIRECTOR, THE WASHINGTON
-+ - INSTITUTE FOR QUALITY EDUCATION, WASHINGTON, D.C.

.. Mr. Hogson.All right. My name is Julius W. Hobson. I am the
director of the Washington Institute for Quality. Education. WIQE
is a nonprofit organization designed to develop action research pro-
grams.in public education. I also teach a-course at the American Uni-
versity entitled, ¥Social Problems and the Law.” I’'m here to discuss
the effect ‘of unequal resources -among.shoals within school districts

and the extent, to which Federal programs benefit disadvantaged chil-

dren using the D.C: public system as’an example, -, ... * . .. o
~-In the %istri\ct;ofColumbig,,-}educa-tionfis a big industry and should
be administered as such, it seems to me. Washington schools have an
average annual budget of over $150 million, if you count funds from
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all sources, with approximately 18,000 employees and over 6,000
teachers serving some 143,000 children in over 2CJ school buildings.

Up to now, large urban school systems in the United States have
traditionally consigned the poor and the black children to the social
and economic junk heap. This goal has been accomplished through a
variety of vehicles, some obvious, like simple segregation by race,
others more subtle, such as an unequal distribution of educational re-
sources, rigid tracking, and inferior physical plants, and the District
of Columbia is guilty of the whole kit and caboodle.

In fact, my first challenge to the District of Columbia schools
occurred in 1953, under Superintendent Carl Iansen, when I attempted
to talke my 6-year-old son to the closest elementary school, all white,
rather than transport him out of our neighborhood to another school,
all black. There were no top-level objections then to busing children
in order to maintain segregation. The whole issue of busing isa camou-
flage, I think, both on the part of Mr. Nixon and of the NAACP

Senator Moxpare. What does your comment mean about the
NAACP?

Mr. Honsox. I beg your pardon? Well, I just think the issue of in-
tegrationisa dead issuein the black community. I don’t think anybody
1s concerned about where they sit in a public school anymore. I think
we have achieved the primary purpose of the Supreme Court decision
of 1954 ; namely, that we have now disallowed State and Federal sanc-
tion of segregation and now, I think the argument is whether or not
we are going to divide resources and where we are going to place
teachers, books, supplies, and equipment, and not who we are going to
sit down by.

I have an impression that if the District of Columbia public schools
had a reputation for being excellent, the whites would flow back in
here like the birds fly back in summertime. The point of integration
was to go where the gravy was, the resources. The resources—good
schools—were in' the white community. That was our argument in

favor of integration. » _
Senator MoxpirLE. So, that it’s your opinion that the key objective
of the Brown decision has been achieved ; nimely, the elimination of
dual school systems and that that was the key objective, as you saw it.
rather than body mixes? ' o '

RELEVANCE OF INTEGRATION

Mr. Hossox. Well, I didn’t have a key objective in the decision, but
that certainly was an objective. The State is now prohibited by statute
and by the Supreme Court, from using its power to sanction segrega-
tion, So that means that if I live in your community next door to the
school, I don’t have to bus my ‘children all across town, He can go
to that school. ’ . e - :

I think that fight has now moved to another arena. The area of jobs,
and the opportunity to-earn enough money to live in whatever com-
munity I might like. The emphasis is not whether the school can inte-
grate, but whether the whole country canintegrate.- -~~~ *=.0 =

Senator MonpaLe. Is it your belief, then, that thet NAACP, in
encouraging busing, is really carrying out a cause irrelevant to
education? - ' - R
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Mr. Hosson. I think it’s irrelevant to the whole education thing. It's
an argument which went on in the 1960’s, which I joined and which
everybody I know joined, but I don’t sce any center city people who
are now not all that anxious to integrate.

Senator Moxpare. Well, would it be fair to sag', then, that you agree
more with President Nixon, who opposes busing ¢

Mr. Hossox. Certainly, and, I don’t agree with Nixen on even the
way he spells his name, but I’m not here to agree with Nixon ; I'mhere
to discuss the real issue, which is inequahty in the distribution of
public resources.

Senator MonpaLE. Very well.

Mr. Hobsox. Integration was only a tcm})orary and expedient ploy
to postpone the more important and revolutionary issues related to
the equal distribution of public funds in public programs. In other
words, should tax benefits be disbursed according to the level of pay-
réwlnt, ;)r, in a democracy, should we be talking about one man, one

ollar?

It is extraordinary to me that these really significant questions have
been ignored for a long time and that we are now, for the first time,
addressing ourselves to what is obvious. The fight for equal resources
is not a black or white fight; it is a war perpetuated by those who bene-
ﬁ{,) the most from public resources against those who are unable to
object.

The research leading to Judge J. Skelly Wright’s opinion of June,
1967, in the Hobson versus Hansen case, exposed the differential treat-
ment within the District of Columbia system. A fter a 2-year struggle,
we were able to secure through court order data on the average expendi-
ture per pupil in elementary schools. These data ranged from a low of
$216 per child in the poor and black community to a high of $627 per
child in the wealthy white community, or 190 percent more for the
white child than for the black child in the school year 1963—64.

We put these in the court. When these data were put before the
court, the differential in expenditures per pupil between the lowest
school in the predominantly black community and the highest school
in the predominantly white community amounted to $411. By 1968,
this spread had increased to £506. Data for 1970 showed that the dif-
ferential had reached an unbelievable amount of $1,719 between the
lowest elementary school expenditure per pupil and the highest ele-
mentary school expenditure per pupil.

DISCRIMINATION BY RESOURCES

- Judge Wright’s 1967 opinion decreed that discrimination in the dis-
tribution of public resources based on race or income was unconstitu-
tional and thereby ordered the school system to set about eliminating
this differential. The judge stated that: :

The doctrine of equal educational opportunity for Negro and poor public school
children of the District of Columbia, under the equal protection clause in its
application to public school education, is in its full sweep a component of due
process binding on the District of Columbia under the due process clause of the
Fifth Amendment. : . ,

The District of Columbia school administration made no attempt to
abide by the judge’s decree, even though it was upheld at the appeals
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-central office personnel, and so on?:; .

6686

court level. Thus, the plaintiffs returned to court in 1970, asking that
the school administration be directed to equalize expenditures. per
pupil based on teachers’ salaries from regular budgeted funds. 'Fhe
court found on behalf of the plaintiffs and so ordered on May 23,1971.
My testimony from here on will deal with the statistical proof upon
which the case was based. The District of Columbia pub]%ic schools
over the last 6 years have fared well in terms of money received from
the U.S. Congress. In fact, the data in table 1,* if you will turn over
and look at table 1, show that the District of Columbia schools have
had an increase in appropriated regular budgeted funds of 83.5 per-
cent from 1966 through 1971, and that the average amount of funds
appropriated versus funds requested over the same period amounted
to a fantastic 95.8 percent—n higher batting average than-any other
school district in the United States. - v '
Senator Monpark. Is that figure for the 1971—is that a direct ap-
propriation? That doesn’t come through Title I or any of the other——
Mr. Horson. That does not come through Title I. What X am talking
-about is regularly budgeted funds. I am not talking about construc-
tion funds, only regular funds used to pay teachers’ salaries, buy books,
:and things like that. . o S ,
Senator MonpavLe. In other words, the school districts of the Dis-
trict of Columbia get $138 million for general operating expenses?
Mr. Hopson. Right.
Senator MonparLE. In addition to that they get Title I?
Mzr. Hossox. In addition to that they get Title I. The whole budget
-averages $150 million. S >
Senator MonpaLE. When you consider all the Federal contributions 2
- Mr. Hoeson. Right. So it seems to me that they are well paid. -
Table 2 * shows that in the fiscal year 1969, the District of Columbia
public schools had more professional staff, excluding teachers, per 1,000
pupils than does, for example, New York: City, Philadelphia, Balti-
more, Boston, or Cleveland, if you look at that table...:- . =
- Senator MonpaLE. Let me ask you a question. You are familiar with
thesetable’s;‘l’mnot. AL U RPN S RIS
. In other words, your figures disclose that' where New York has 54
‘teachersperl,OOO—”: Co e e e N
- Mr. Honson. Not teachers, professional staff. That.excludes teachers.
Senator . MonpaLe. That would include administrators, principals,

e P b e Ty

Mr. Hoison. Right, excluding teachers: '
Senator MoxpaLe. Does that include custodial personnel ¢
My, Hosson. Just professional staff. o
Senator Moxpare. All right. Now, in New York they have 54 teachers
per 1,000 pupils; Washington, D.C. has 63 per:1,000 pupils?: .. " ¢

Mr. HobsonRight. @~ - il i e T e e

Senator MonpaLe, In other words,'from your table, then; it appears
that by .a substantial proportion,.15.percent or so, Washington, D,C.
has a higher professional stafl ratio per pupil than any school district
'S_hO“'n on thiSchart? o - IR A M ‘ Cohe o %'v.\,"n";i’(% o
~ “Mr. Hoznsox. Shown on this chart, and any city I have been' able'to
find. In fact, we have school supervisors in Washington stumbling 11
‘over themselves in duplicating programs, ©= ' 0

‘Senator ‘MoxpaLg. I want to ask about that a little later.: &= ! <

* See Part 16D, Appendix 3.
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“Urmize ExistiNe Funps CoRrRECTLY

Mr. Hosson. It appears, therefore, that the answer is not more
money to do more o? what the school system is already doing or to
add more deputy and duplicate superintendents, but rather to engage
in a more economical ang intelligent utilization of existing funds di-
rectly in behalf of the children. . -

If T may, I’d like to call your attention to the scatter diagram™* which
is on the gack of your statement there entitled, “Relation of Average
Per Pupil Expenditures to Neighborhood Income Levels for the
School g’ear 1969-70.” It shows that one District of Columbia ele-
mentary school at the highest extreme had average expenditures per
pupil of $2,024 per chil(f, while the lowest expenditure per pupil in
another elementary school came to $305, or & differential of $1,719.

Senator MonparE, What school was that?

. Mr. Hoeson. That was Bundy. ' :

Senator MonpaLe. What school was the lowest ¢ : .
~ Mr. Hosson. Just a moment. Let me look at my notes. That was
Thomson Elementary. In other words, expenditures per pupil on the
scatter diagram really range from a low of just $100 per child. .

Now, the reason I didn’t include the $100 in counting the differential
was because they screamed that that’s an annex and that that should
not be included, so T left that out, and went to the next lowest to make
sure that I got in what they call an elementary school, but even at that,
when I went before the judge and said, “Look at this differential of
$1,719,” our case was then made so airtight we could have won it in the
South African court. n - S

I'd like to turn now to, “The Damned Children,” which is a
§rapl_1ic representation of public education in the District of Co-

umbia from 1906 through 1969, and it discusses the District of Colum-
bia “education” from its inception in 1906 down to J ohnny’s ability
toreadin1969. . . .. et e

I think it’ graphically presents segregation and discrimination in
the terms of the. distribution of pu‘bﬁic resonrces in education. If I
might call your attention right fast to chart 1 that-appears on page 9.

 Sezeorion of Somoos Bow”

~'The Board of Education was selected in the District of Columbia
public ‘schools based on race. They had a quota system from 1906
through 1961. They had a quota system of three blacks and six whites.
"There were nine people on the Board of Education.

Now, it appears that in 1962, they increased the Board to four blacks
and 1967, to five'and then, we elected a Board 'of Education which is
now primarily black, and when I went to court in 1966, the Board was
primarily white. It’s now primarily black,and it’s now. engaged in the
s sbe?%glc destruction of-children justlike it ‘was when it was primar-
ilywhite, o e .

We lost the case before the U.S. District Court to try to get them to
declare this method of selecting the school board unconstitutional on
the grounds that the Constitution states that a: Fiéderal judge shall
have the right to appoint those officers who have functions peculiar to
the functions of the court, and'T did not find ‘that a school board

¢ See Part 16D, Abpendlx 3.
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member had a function that could be considered peculiar to the func-
tion of the court. . .

We lost that on a split decision with Judge J. Skelly Wright dis-
senting. Congress subsequently put together a bill which gave us a
school board with only the power to sit down. Our proposal in cowrt
was to have a Board of Education to control its own taxes and so forth.

Now, let’s talk about the temporary teachers, which appears on page
11, charting the distribution of teachers. :

In the District of Columbia, they have a definition of three types of
teachers. There’s a permanent teacher, who has all the academic re-
quirements and who has passed the examination to become permanent,
and who by that definition, when they come to you to get money,isa
good teacher and gets a high salary.

There’s a temporary teacher, who has not passed the examination
to become permanent and cannot or may not have all the academic re-
quirements. That’s the lowest teacher who gets a contract from year-
to-year and then, there’s a probationary teacher in the middle who has
the academic requirements, has passed the examination to become per-
manent, but who is still serving a probationary period.

Now, if you look at the distribution of teachers in terms of the
Board of Education’s definition.of what a good teacher is and where
they are assigned, as shown in chart 2, you will see that in the neigh-
borhood where the income level was around $3,999 and under, 46 per-
cent of the teachers were temporary, when if you go over to the other
income extreme onthat chart, you see that where the income level was,
say, $12,000 and up, 23 percent of the teachers were temporary.

Now, I'm not an educator, but I do disagree with the school admin-
istration’s definition of a good teacher. However, in court this made
an excellent argument and we won on this point going away. '

If you look at the 1969 data, you’ll see that the distribution had not
changed too much. If you take the lower neighborhoods versus the
higher, on page 13 of the booklet, the chart entitled “Degree of Teach:
ers Segregation in All-white and Predominantly White Schools,” we
see that in 1962, 9 percent of the teachers in predominantly white ele-
mentary schools in the District of Columbia were black. By 1966, this
percentage had decreased to 3 percent. :

We put that in court. Judge Wright ruled then that there definitely
was teacher segregation.in public education and that .the teaching
staff should be integrated. That came down in Hobson I in 1967.

Tue “Track” SystEn

- We'll pass the dastardly.track-system which was designed by a man
named Carl Hansen, which consigned the poor and black to an economic
junk heap. Suffice it to say some 90 percent of those children living
m-the community where the median income was $3,800, were consigned
to the basic and general tracks, which did not have curriculum Jead-
ing to college education, and there were no honors tracks in the black
ecommunity. - . : . C

~If you go down to the other income extreme of this chart. where
the median income is above $10,000, you’ll find just the opposite—over
90 percent of the children were assigned to the regular and honors
tracks—and therc were no basic tracks. The U.S. District Court de-
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clared the track system to be unconstitutional, and we no longer have
on l@aper a track system in the District of Columbia. .

ow, books. If you look at the chart on_page 19, we tallc about the
distribution of books and supplies in public.cducation in the District
of Columbia. I'm told by educators that if you read 10 books you are
smarter than the guy who reads five. So, I assumed that children who
get 10 books versus those who get five get more education, by edu-
cator’s definitions. = : . _

If you'look at that chart you'll see that the 15 highest schools had
an average number of books per pupil ranging from 21 per child .to
28 per child.: o , : ,

enator MonparE. These are books in the library for instruction ?
~Mr. Hopsox. This ‘excludes library books. These are just textbooks
given to students to study. If you look at the 15 lowest schools in terms
of books per pupil, you will find those schools had an average of from
four to 10 books per child. This was a clear maldistribution of public
resources in terms of the distribution of books and supplies. :

Now, an interesting table, again, is the one entitled “Average Jix-
penditure per Pupil in the Elementary School by Neighborhood In-
come Groups in 1965.” -

Waslington, neighborhoods with the lowest average incomes are primarily
black, and neighborhoods with the highest average incomes are primarily white.

The chart shows that in‘ 1965, elementary schools in lower and moderate
income neighborhoods—under -$9,000—had average expenditures for pupil sub-
stantially lower than.those in the higher income arens—$10,000 and above—
$306 contrasted with an average of $396 per child. ' :

Senator Monpare. What was the main element in the difference;
teachers pay ? o , : .

Mr. Hosson. The big element was in teachers pay. In the District
of Columbia teachers’ salaries make up from about 70 to 75 percent of
the operating budget. - - -

Senator Monpare. In addition to the teacher differential, what was
the next highest? s : . :

DisrrRIBUTION..OF EQUIPMENT

Mr. Hopson. The next highest differential was in terms of distribu-
tion of books and supplies such as visual aid equipment, screens, pro-
jectors, and that kind of equipment—typewriters, For example, I have
charts and data which are not included 1n this book wlich show a dis-
tribution of this kind of equipment.. ... - " oo
~ 'Wa have schools in the District of Columbia that teach typing that
still have stindard typewriters. We have schools that do not teach
typing that have electric typewriters. We have schools in which you
have almost one typewriter per clild and some in which you have four
typewriters for 500 children, so it’s that kind of cistribution of
equipment and supplies which is reflected in the vest of that regular
budget money. . o S

Wobrought that to the court’s attention, o -

Now, if youw’ll turn to page 22, you'll see a glaring differential in
expenditures per pupil by school, which is what I talked about in
court. In southeast Washington, which was predominantly black, the
average expenditures per pupil in the lowest elementary school, which
is called Watkins, and I think that is located in Anacostia, was $216

-
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per child in the school year 1963-64, while west of Rock Creek Park,
which was predominantly ‘white, the lowest average expenditure was
$338, and the highest was $627 per child, which -came to something
like two or three times:as much as was being sgent in Watkins. There
are 11 schools in Anacostia, all 11 of them had average expenditures
per’ pupil lower than the lowest average expenditure per pupil in any
elementary sclioolin the white community. :
. The court declared that this was maldistribution and therefore un-
constitutional. We looked at 1968 after the: decision came down and
we See that the situation has not changed too much. That the average
expenditure per pupil gap had gotten wider, from $411 in 1963, 1964,
1965, t6 $506 in 1968; and finally, to $1,719 in 1970.. R |
Senator MonpaLe. Was there any movement between the. first de-
cision, and:1968? There’s a modest difference here in the amounts of
iricreased spending, T see, in the poor black schools, Did they start
redistributing books or typewriters or anythini and try to refrain
from the faculty redistribution of what? Was there any response at
all from that decision? o : K - L
- Mr. Hopsox.-I was on the Board of Education before I was kicked
off at the next election, and the only thing that .I' détected that they
d}ild' was to -eliminate on paper the track system. They definitely did
* Senator Monpare: Interms of distributing? - - - 70 o
‘Mr. Hoeson. And the other thing th ey did was make an attempt to
integrate the teachers and the third thing they did was to bus those
children who voluntcered from low-income communities to the high-
income communities, about 500 children, but in terms of the distribu-
tion of resources, as I pointed out here, the gap got wider if you
counted in terms of the money. ' - ' : '

Uriuization or Trrve I Money

Now, the Federal money—which is very interesting, ‘What did they
do with Title I money in terms of discrimination? If you look over
on page 27 of the book, you see chart 13 and the title of that chart
is “Pupils and Expenditures in Schools Above and Below the Median
Expenditure per School in 1968.” S L
. Now, might I just stop here and say that the former Commissioner
of the Office of Education made an observation that Title I, or ESEA
money, should not be given to school districts unless they have
equalized expenditures per pupil from regular sources. I don’t know
whether that ever became a statute, but 1t was a regulation in the
U.S. Office of Education, . -- o ' ,
~In the District of Columbia in the school year 1968, you will see
that the median expenditure was $419.50. Half the schools had ex-
penditures below that and half had expenditures above it, but in
terms of the children in those schools, that top bar shows you that
of the 94,000 pupils in the public elementary schools at that time, 65
percent were in school with average expenditures per pupil below
the median and 35 percent were in schools with average expenditures
above the median. o . . _
~Now, of the. regular budgeted money shown to be $37 million in
that ycar, 60 percent went to 65 percent of the children and 40 per-
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cent went to 85 percent of the children, but the dastardly picture that
comes out is what did they do with Title I-ESEA money—that was
supposedly appropriated to deal with disadvantaged children ¢

If you look at the last bar you will see that they spent 34 percent
of Title I - money on the 65 percent of the children in the poorest
schools and ‘66 percent of the Title I money on the 35 percent of the
children in the wealthiest schools. = :

Senator Moxpare. I noticed that received some attention in the pa-
pers recently. How did they allocate that money? Was it on'a geo-
graphical basis? T C '
~Mr. Honsow. They just did all kinds of things. They paid teachers
dnd sent people on trips and it was the most crazy-quilt operation.
I spent o year on the Board of Ioducation trying to get some detailed
information and finally came up to a memorandum to the Office of
Bducation in which I pointed out some of the things they are doing,
and' T want to caution you about District of Columbia public school
figures. It’s very hard, if not impossible, to get your hands on' a figure
which you can stand‘on; When you put one into court you apologize
and say, “Thisis what they gave me.” So, I ended up with a table from
the school administration showing appropriations for Title T of about
$4 million; and, ancther table showing appropriations of above $5
million, believe it or not, both tables were for the same year. T took the
$5 million because the statistics looked better in terms of the kind of
agitation Iam concerned with. Both tables came from the public
schools and were signed by the superintendent. -

* Senator Moxnpare. It seems to me I recall reading that the board
or the administrators picked one geographical area to receive all the
Title I money: Isthat what they did ? . : : -

 Mr. Hogrson. Noj; they didn’t. The Title I money went to the schools
with the higher average expenditures per pupil, both black and white,
and those schools were located in the wealthiest communities in wards.
3, 4, and 5. That’s where the Title I money went. The schools in
Anacostia and schools in the central northwest did not get very much..
That’s what this bar shows down here at the bottom of the table. '

. Test or A PuBrLic Scmoon SysTent

It seems to me that there’s one test that a noneducator like myself
can impose upon a public school system without worrying about how-
you write a curriculum and what a_good teacher is, and that test
1s can Johnny read, write, spell,.and commnunicate inthe world of
1971 at the properlevels. = . ‘ L

Now, if you will look at.the table that appears on page 33, of the
book you will see how it shows that the amount of money spent on
Johnny is related directly, in some kind of way, to his ability to read.
. Tf you look there,.these are-1969 data, and they .show that in the-
communities where the income level was below $8,000 they spent on an
average of $388 per pupil in-the school year 1968, and that 96 percent
of the elementary schools in that community reported their children.
were reading below the national norm. . Lo '

Now, if you look at the right side of the table where the income.

level was $8,000 and above, you will find that they spent $435. per:

child-and 94 'percent of the elementary schools in that community-
reported that their children read above the national norm. . -
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‘Senator MonpaLe. Do your figures show the. extent to which the
average child in these poor schools was below the national norm in
reading levels? , : :

Mr. Hogson. I do not have that figure. , _ |

Senator MonpaLe. Can you just give me an opinion of what it 1s¢ '

Mr. Hopson. I can’t put it in terms of percentages, but I can put
it in terms of grades. The average child in the District of Columbia,
based on rough calculations that I have done but would not publish
because they have not been substantiated, is 4 to 5 years behind in
reading after that child reaches the sixth grade.

In other words, the average sixth grade child is reading somnewhere
around the second grade level, and in high school, around the fourth or
fifth grade level, so it averages out. It varies with the high schools and
with the elementary schools. : '

Senator MonparLe. You raean it’s your feeling or belief that an
: average poor kid in black schools in the sixth grade is reading at
second grade level ?

Mor. Hoisoxn. Second grade level if reading at all.

Senator Monpare. What is the absentee percentage? Do you have
any idea? - : .

Mr. Hosson. The absentee percentage, which I found and is unpub-
lished in any reports, for the school year 1969—and I don’t think it has
changed that inuch—was 33 percent in the high schools that I looked at.

‘Senator MoNpALE. Somewhat lower in the elementary schools?

Mr. Hosson. Somewhat lower in the elementary schools, right. I’d
like to return, and I don’t have too much more testimony, to my paper
here and mention the California decision, which I think everybody
agrees is a landmark decision in public education in terms of distribu-
tion of resources between school districts, but there’s a bit of caution
as far as I'm concerned that should be taken into consideration when
you look at the California decision. : R _

I'll read you my paragraph. Following Hobson II, which was a
decision that we got in May of this year, comes the decision from the
Supreme Court of the State of California on August 80, 1970, stating
that:

The California public school financing system, with its substantial dependence
on local property tax and resultant wide disparities in school revenue, violates
the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States
Constitution. - : L .

DrscriariNaTioNn AGAINsT Poor
The court related further, and I quote:

We have determined that this funding scheme invidiously discriminates against
the poor because it makes the quality of a child’s education a function of ‘the
wealth of his parents and neighbors. B o o R

While this is a landmark decision, which, if left standing, will revo-
lutionize funding among school districts within the ‘States, it does
nothing about discrimination against individual children within
school districts and still allows the kind of discrimination to exist
‘ which existed in the District of Columbia in 1964. It is still possible
' in the State of California for any one school within a school district to
, receive one-half the funds received by any other school within that
district, thus leaving school districts with the full right to continue
discriinination against minorities and poor children under their juris-
diction, which the data show they are doing. -
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I have looked at schools cf comparable size. I have worked in San
Francisco; Trenton, New Jersey; New York; Dayton, Ohio; and Co-
lumbus, Ohio, and they have the same kind of disadvantages which
we had in the District of Columbia in terms of how the moncy was
distributed. :

It is evident, then, that the parents in California are faced with
duplicating the Hobson versus Hansen decision in order to assure the
elimination of discrimination against minorities and the poor. In other
words, California is where the District of Columbia was in 1967.

T applaud the California decision, but I have talked to the lawyers
that argued that case and I have talked to a number of people who
worked on it and they are now trying to do what we have done in the
District of Columbia. '

INFORMATION AVAILABLE TO ALY

We could not have made this case had we not been able to get the
data. We were able to obtain data through my good friend, Adam
Clayton Powell, who was chairman of the House Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor. He held hearings in 1965 on the public schools
which gave us the basic data which led to this decision. People out 1n
other cities don’t have this opportunity and they are told by school
administrators when they go to get information that it’s confidential
it’s restricted, it’s unavailable, and it’s secret. So I stopped at WIQEZ,
and did a publication entitled, “The Damned Information,” which is
a compilation of State access statutes and it has a complete text in it
of the Federal Public Information Act. ‘

Senator Monpare, Could we have a copy of that for the record?
. Mr. Hosson. You may have this copy. The preface was written b
Congressman John Morris, who was chairman of the committee whic
authorized that piece of fegislation. In each State there’s an. access
statute which says something to the effect that if you're a citizen of
that State you have a right to 2 public document or you have a right to
copy a public document, so. I'm distributing :this book all over: the
United States.to groups of citizens,-and to public intérest law firms
so that they may get information regarding their public schools. The
booklet is just a pulling together of étate access statutes which I hope
will be helpful to interested persons and organizations. . - i

Senator MonpaLe. Would you yield:there for a moment ¢ Regard-
ing this question of getting information:that:you have obtained in the
District, yesterday we had a top school economist from .Syracuse
testify that financial information within school districts is practically
unavailable. You can get -many. stacks.of information: broken down
about differences between tlie school districts,.but to do what you did
here. in the. District it is .very hard, to-obtain this information on a
school by school basis. The Office of Education doesn’t colleci data,
apparently, or at least, doesn’t make it available. Would you agree with
that,-and what would you propose to help make this data available. -

Mr. Hossown. I don’t agree with that. I don’t think:it’s possible to
administer public schools without knowing how much money is going
to each school. I don’t.think there’s a school district in the country
that doesn’t have somewhere in its file a-record of the total amount of
money spentineachschool. i . i B
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IForce Districrs To RELEAsk Data

Now, 1t may not be broken down in terms of how much to bools,
how much to teachers, but the NIEA as well as the Oflice of Educu-
tion, publish data showing that teachers’ salaries average from 60 to
as high as 80 percent of the operating budget, so on the basis of that
percentage, you can figure out tlie approximate amount going to
teachers’ salaries. I think it's available. I think it's a matter of forcing
school districts to release the data, ‘

We went to Dayton, Ohio, to ask the schocl adininistration for data
which they said was not available. I read them the law and asked,
“Do you want to have n court fight or do you want to give us the
data?” and they gave us the data.

Senator Monparz. They gave you the data?

Mr. Hossox. They cercainly did. And I'm developing the data for
a parents group in Dayton, Ohio. I also worked on data with a group
of people who put together a case which is going to be filed m the
State of New York. We got data from the New York school system.
I don’t see how one can administer a school system without these data. ’
How can you run an education systemn without knowing how mnch is (
going to elementary; or how much is going to high schools? ’I

|
t
!
1

Senator Moxpare, That reminds me of the old truth in lending issue.
When we tried to pass the truth in lending legislation the banks said
there’s no way to determine the interest rate, and we said, how do you
compile-it, then—by the sun coming up in the morning? But as soon
as we published it, within 2 weeks everyone knew how to compile
1nterest. -

‘Mr. Hosson. I think we are blessed to have the Congress doing some-
tlung about it, If I were a citizen of Dayton, Ohio, I would come and
say, “Look, I tried to get some information on education. How about !
trying to help e getit.”” : o J

I don’t know if you are familiar with the hearings held by Con-
gressman Pucinski in 1966 and 1967 on the District of Columbia public
schools, but it was the most comprehensive and probably the most
detailed and informative material I have seen on the District of
Columbia. It was the basis for our data used in court. v

Senator MonpaLr. Now, you indicated in one of your charts that

the percentage of professional personnel per pupil in ‘Washington,
D.C. is the highest you were able to find. ﬁel_at;ive to school districts
of comparable size, Washington has 63 per 1,000 as compared with 49
per 1,000. o C ‘ S

Mr. Hosson. Yes. = v Vo ' ‘ e

' Senator MoxpaLe. One of the things that has fascinated me is the
size of ‘these central city bureaucracies. Would you say, based on
this chart and your own experience in the central bureaucracy of the
D.C. public school system, that it is larger than most ? SRR

"Mr. Hosson, Oh, I think it’s larger and I think it is to the detri-
ment of ‘the children, I have no personal animosity: toward any indi-
vidual working in the public schools at this particular time—I ma
have tomorrow—but the point is you have deputy and literally dupli-
cate assistant superintendents all over the place. The school is paymng
$6.50 per square foot rent and each time they talk about decentralizing
and reorganization of the central staff, they go out and hire more peo-
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ple, and the money which is being appropriated for public education
1s not getting down to Johnny. ,

Senator MonpaLe. Do you have figures on what amount is being
spent in the central pentagon and how much is being spent at the
classroom teaching level ?

Mr. Hosson. I have some calculations, which I gave you which I
will caution youabout. I did not bring them with me.

Senator MonpaLE. Just give me your observations, now.

65 PERCENT rorR ADMINISTRATION

Mr. Hosson. I have an astronomical percentage which show that
65 percent of the money appropriated for education goes for adminis-
trative expenses in the District of Columbia public schools.

Senator MoNpaLe. How do you define it? Would that——

Mr. IDopson. That is broadly defined. That includes principals’
salaries, everybody from a principal and up. It includes rent and it
includes all those people who are chauffeured around out there, and
secretaries and the whole administrative staff of the District of Colum-
bia public schools. Most of the money goes for that. It does not go for
teachers’ salaries and it does not go to the children.

Senator MonpaLe. How many professional people are there in
the school system of the District who are not teaching but who are
in an administrative or some such capacity?

Mr. Hossow. I don’t know that figure.

Senator Moxpare. What would you guess? :

Mr. Hopson. Oh, gee. I would be afraid to make a guess because
it could be anywhere from 500 or so. I have not calculated that so I'm
unable to say.. , .

Senator MonpaLe, Well—- - ‘

Mr. Hosson. Let me just say, there’s a problem with definition here.
I’1l define administration. What I'll do is get a Government publication
from, say the Government Accounting Office. They have a definition of
administration, administrators, administrative expenses.- And as a
kind of standard definition, X'll take that standard definition and on
the basis of that standard definition of administrative expenses, I'll
figure out the administrative expenses of the District of Columbia
publicschools.” -~ co o
Now, if I take out the principals, then of course, the teachers take
most of the money, but 1f you leave in the principals the teachers get
less. : o R

Senator Monpace. I have some sympathy for the need of a principal
in the school system. I'm trying to figure cut the smount of needless.
waste in overhead that accumulates in these central cities. : .

I think I’'m’correct that the superintendent of San Francisco is
fairly new—has been there for about a year. In his first conference
after he had been there for a cOuI’)le of days he said, “I can’t imagine
what. I’ll do with all these people.” And he told them all, “Go out and
teach,” and they had a huge rally démanding that not be done, so.
he sent a lot of them out to meet the kids, again. . .

Now, it'seems to me that the public is not going to support these
schools unless it has confidence in them and when you read stories—I
think I read they had 34 chauffeured cars in the District school sys-
tem. How does that contribute to confidence?

gt
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CHAUFFEUR-DRIVEN Boarp OFFICIALS

Mr. HossoN. More than any other city in the United States. I think
the article said that we have more chauffeur-driven officials in this
town than any other town in the country, but in schools, I don’t know,
about 34, they had some 24 when I was on the Board of Education. I
was offered the services of a driver, which I never used. I felt foolish,
asatwo-bit Board member, being driven around.

Senator Monpare. It seems to me the incentives often go this way:
that the lowest level of school enterprise is schoolroom teaching—that’s
sort of a buck private job—and that the real statusis to be found when
you arrive in that central headquarters with a supervisory, adminis-
trative job; then someday, with a higher salary and someday with a
car. That’s incentive to get on up there where you have status; is that
accurate ? -

Mr. Horson. That’s very accurate about the District of Columbia
public schools. The whole 1dea is get away from teaching into admin-
1stration.

Senator MonpaLE. And hecause of that your best teachers ara spotted
and end up in the central system.

Mr, Honson. We lost one that way—Mr. Rose, who was a very good
principal and had a reputation for running a good ship. He has re-
signed, now, but he was in the school administration. He moved from
teaching out of contact with the children.

I think that the schools exist for the benefit of the children. There
is one other point on public education you can make, which reflects the
educators’ attitudes toward the children. That is that education is the
only industry in the history of this free enterprise system that hold the
consumer—the child—responsible for the qquity of the product. “He’s
black, he’s a bastard child, he doesn’t know who his father is, he lives
in a room with six people, he has never been to a library, so therefore,
he can’t learn,” thus the teachers and school administrators are able
to escape evaluation. . - _

I worked in the Government for 25 years as a statistician, and every
6 months I-was evaluated and expecteg to be. Teachers are fighting the
attempt to evaluate them in terms of Johnny’s ability to read, and
Johnny’s ability to read is-their product. People working in a $150
million corporation with 18,000 employees and over 200 buildings,
need to be held accountable. - .- - ;0. .. oo 07

The .Dist:r'ibt Of}Cbiiljﬁbi_{l school administration is dllilty;gjf Bpn-.
glingand ‘maladministration dnd misuse of money. ﬁm.'nqt' saying
anybody is stedling, but stupidity does reign supreme in the District

of Columbia public school administration. ~~ . ' e
I have o chart which I obtained from the public schools showing
public projects in special schools using funds from all sources. We
are spending something like $36 million a year on special projects,
most of which have never been evaluated. =~ =~ = S
For example, a reading program put in in 1968 and still going has
no measure, in effectiveness in terms of how Johnny is. reading.
Well, I want to thank you for the opportunity to testify——

I
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Senator MoxpaLe. Thank you very much for your contribution. I
think this is unique testimony in that it gives us insight into the inter-
District distribution of funds. Your testimony with the charts as
well as the two documents you submitted will be made a part of the
official record.* Thank you very, verymnuch,

Mr. Hosson. Heve is a copy of “The Damned Information.”

Senator MonpaLe. That’s what we want. Thank you very much.

Our next witness is Dr. Charles Benson, who is with the University
of California, and also staff director o1 the New York State Commis-
sion on Quality Cost, and Financing of Elementary and Secondary
Education, and one of the outstanding school ‘economists in the
country. ‘ ‘

We are delighted to have you here this morning.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES S. BENSON, PROFESSOR, DEPARTMENT
OF EDUCATION, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY, AND
STAFF DIRECTOR, NEW YORK STATE COMMISSION ON QUALITY,
COST, AND FINANCING OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION

Mcr. Bensox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Charles Ben-
son, and I'm a professor in the Department of Education, University
of California, Berkelcy, and staff director of the New York State
Commission on Quality, Cost, and Financing of Elementary and
Secondary Education. I thinlk that’s a commission with, perhaps, the
longest title of any current. I believe there are 83 letters in the name. |

Sir, there are three topics on which I ask your permission to speak.

One is problems that exist in the present system of finance; the sec-
ond topic is what States might do to substantially improve their financ-
ing of the public schools, and I think there are two main,options—
what is called district power equalizing and full State assumption; the
latter being much my preference, and third, if I may, I would like to
make comments about what the Federal Governnent might do to aid
this process of transition to a new system. . T SR

FINANCIAL SYSTEM INEQUITABLE .

On the first topic, the problems in our present arrangements, as the
Serrano case so clearly indicated, the education finance system is in-
equitable. Some poor districts pay high tax rates for meager programs
and some rich districts pay taxes locally at low rates to provide them-
selves with very handsome.programs.:; ;.. . = .- = L
- This is true in California; this is.true.in New. York; it's true at

For half a century the‘;Stii't;e;s have tried to .prfd.d'ﬁ.ce; an e&uitable
stem of finance but. their efforts to.date appear:inadequate, as in

s
'tﬁe past. Some of the reasons for-the present arrangements producing

this rather strange result.that under a system of State equalization
grants you still have gross inequalities, these are stated in -the docu-
ment I submitted to you, sir, and I would rather, if I may, move to
some additional material. .

*Sece Part 16D, Appendix 3,
08-412—71—pt, 16A——S8
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¢ Sertator Mownpare. What we'll.do is-to put: your statement. in- the
record* as though read:and you can emphasize those points you!wish
today.Thave read yourstatement. . = ) SN S
- :Mr."Benson. Thank you. What I would. like to do is to read a few
paragraphs about the situation in New York State. Now, this is ma-
terial that thas been completed after the statement to you was itself
written: May Iread? - 1" o e
~ i Senator MonpaLe. By all'means. - ..~ 0o :
.- Mr. BENsoN. :Now, this says, let us look in detail at the situation
in-New Yorlk. Consider Long Island, the second largest—next to New
~York City—region:of the Stite in:terms of public enrollment. -
In 1968-69, there were 615494 persons enrolled in the public ele-
mentary and secondary schools of Long Island’s two: counties, Nassau
and Suffolk. This enrollment represented 18.1 percent of the State’s
total"Along. with' the Island’slarge number: of studeérts goes a large
numberof -school districts. Though Tiong Island is not a large; geo-
graphic area. an though.much of it is densely populated,-it-had 131
school districts_in’ vaiious classifications in. 1968-69. Ninety-two of
these had enrollment in both elementary*and secondary grades.
What of revenue differences among these 92 local- authorities ?
Great Neck had revenues 57.32 percent above.regional average. and
Massapequa had' révenues 1814 percent below regional average. By
' ré%\;c'ina'l staridards, both of these two districts are large in ,enroﬁm‘ent.
*“Now, ‘the “dbsolute dollar difference per - student between Great
Neck'and Missapequa'was $996.53 of our.'$1,000 per student. o
"' Senidtor MoNDALE, What ‘was the per capita expenditure in the one
versusthe other? '~ it e R ' L
Mr. Beisox, Thé percapite? ' * - 7 . U
" *Senator MonpALE, Per pupil:” ' oo
“ Mr. Bensow. ‘Per pupil; yes.'In Gréat Neck'it’s approximately-—I
don’t have: a ‘precise figiiré—butit’s ‘approximately $2,000, and ‘in
‘Massapequa, approximately. $1,000 per student’ per year. Those are
close, but niot exact: ' - - i b s Y SO,
I Now, : this- difference -between these two divisions, then—between
these two districts, is approxiiiiately '$20,000 'a ‘classroom. There is 1o
clear reason to expect that students in these two.districts have such
different interests and ability that a'$20,000 per classroom disadvan-
vtagg_’fog Massapequa youth can .be justifie 1;in educational. terms.
‘Gratited, these differences are rather éxtreme on the Island.

.o e . D N LT LTI SO
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The fact remains that educetional gpportunities thers are markedly
juneven. Furthermore, the area of Tiong Island is sufficiently small that
one would not expect revenue differences to be offset by differences in
-cogts; that is, in prices of educational services,” g B e
:i7 For'example, the silaries that Great Neck’and' Missi: equa ‘would
:need!toroffer-in’ order: to’ hire' teachers of o iven standard of: pro-
ficiency:would: bé ‘approximately’ thie Same ’Igfé’b'z‘ibl}'i, 'whatever "dif-
-ferences:exist:tdithe favor: of:Great Neck, because of 1ts'repufation ‘as
-an-outstanding schooldistrict; '+ 1115 it 6B R
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*Sce prepared statement of Mr. Benson, p. 6709.
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. -So, what I-am saying up to now,sir,is within a small bounded geo-
graphic -area : there - are. roughly’ 2 ito.-1 expenditure differences
_that;one finds hard to defend ; either on the.basis of the learningre-
quirements of students or on ‘the basis of the differences in prices
for.educational services, at least, that .these two places.would have to
pay. N S TR NSRS el on ey
The next step is to see what the expenditure differences, to what they
are chiefly related. The analysis is:based upon the standard.of 1
‘to 1 relation between local tax rates on true value of property and
revenues per student. A purist-—that is, a. public finance purist—might
‘muaintain the following : If the local tax rate in district X is 10 percent
higher, than the rate in district Y, then-and only then should revenues
per student in district X be 10 percent higher than in district Y.. -,
. It is one.of the fundamental.ideas in our American .educational
practice that.the residents:of a given local district may choose the
quality of educational program ﬁmt is to exist. in that district, but
another idea that I think is ?undalneptal to the way. we try to order.onr
lives in this country, is tliat you are supposed to pay for what you get,
.and so we are taking this attitude in this Long Island case. We assume
-that districts ,shoul& pay for what they get as expressed in alocal tax
‘rate and we then ask what conclusions follow from this. BPRpS
Now, we make an index of tax rates in Long Island and we simply
see the percentage by which tax rates in different districts vary from
~_-regiona{)average tax rates. Then; sir, we,compute a set of préesumptive
revenues, which ‘is .school revenues per. student per:yéar, that would
‘be ted to thisindex of tax rates.;, 0. «i e o Bt !
. For example, we: have a tax rate in.a'place called Baldwin that.is7
.percent :above the.Long;Island,average.. ' We.then'say that the pre-
-sumptive educational 'revenues. should; be 7. ppercent .above: Long: Is-
Jand’s average. We.multiply the;Long Island.average of: $1,320 by:1.07
and we geta presumptive revenue figure~—~$1,418. - *Fuiqe "
.. Now, we.compare these;presumptive revenue figures:with'the actual
revenues,. whichreflect .locally. raised. money and State’ aid.-We ‘then
.divide - the school: districts: of--Nassau, separate ‘it :into winners :and
Josers, ancithe ‘winners are peopie: who "have:more: actual:revenues
than.their:-type of tax-rate.would :allow you to say they should have
.if yowasswme that.there;is this oné:to-one relation betweén: tax rates
-and.spending per,student, . roooli e et oo e

Dol

R 3‘?":(,‘:)‘5'} "..‘,.f!i-‘:!s'i,'.-r;-.;-“v-': SO TI I SRR AT T YRS S LY SRS Sl ek
i 1 onie . DISCRIMINATION. AGAINST SMALL , Poor: DISTRICTS /i riti »
: ¢ U B RPN B R AT
. R AR FER AR SRR T RIS T SRR FER UL S TR SRS E LA AR
_..Now, the winners:and logers may, profitably.be:examined against

"enrollments and. sgainst, true, value of assessed, property.per studer.

Almost without. exception, winners.are, districts of high-assessed valu-

ation—Garden City, Great Neck, Hempstead, Lawrence; Pott/Wiash-
ingtor, or are both small and rich like Oyster. Bay, Sea. Cliff, Harap-
ton’ Bays—those, are, winner; types, rich, or;even :bettér, small iand
‘rich, Similarly, calmost without,exception,| the;losers;are! districts:of
low assessed valuation per student--Island .Trees, Roosevelt-—which
is; almost,ja. completely. black, district—Seaford; Bellport, Wan-
‘danch—which is }?{1,1119,5,@ a completely; black.district; or districts which
‘have valuations per.student rangingup to moderate levels, but which
are large 1n enrollments—Hicksville;,. Levittown,. Breritwood; Gom-
mack and Lindenhurst.
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‘latures—not by some speciallocal vote:” - - 7 - o
- I'm’ a.city’buff, which may explain my next comment, but I think
this,the ‘fact'that in this country, unlike some Furopean countries,
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‘The evidence appears conclusive that the present system of finance
in this part of New York State discriminates against low wealth dis-
tricts and large districts; while favoring small -and :rich districts.

‘These -discriminations are contrary 'to long established aims of the

‘State to promote equity and, incidentally, to establish efficient, organi-
zation of school districts, those aims, indeed, run back a half century

1in time, as I said before.

Now, that’s simply an example of the inequity problem that’s along
the line of the Serrano discussion.

Now, I think a second major difficulty of the present system is that
the reliance upon local raising of money and the attendant voting
isn’t good for effective planning and in part, this is a matter of being
unable to make long-range plans for schools districts.
~ I think it would be true, sir, if you asked a district to give you their
5-year revenue and expenditure projections and their development

‘plans, they would have to do a bit of work before you got any paper.

Now, one—I think one of the reasons for this is they feel, well, how
can we plan when next year we may be on an austerity budget or next
year the State may vote some additional State aid so we’ll have money
to spend again, and they are literally forced into making only annual
plans. o

Hinpers Pranwmve or Lanp Use

. Nowv, I think, also, the present system 'of finance hinders planning
in land use. Districts do not want property that produces a lot of chil-
dren to be educated in schools that does not simply produce a lot of

ratable value to take care of them, and if one considers the possibility,

for examnple, of having more low- and middle-income housing—say,
housing’ with tax abatement, into suburbs, and this to me is the only

Significant way to approach the problem of integration, one finds that

there’s a financial loss.

- - Now, there may be social reasons tha,t can be used to 'try to block

the introduction.of low- and middle-income families into a fairly well-
off:suburb, but the point is that everybody understands the financial
arguments and. the financial arguments can be put out in front, and so
you have the discussion, I think, prematurely closed off because of a
rather archaic- system of education revenue raising. This, I think,
leads to the disbursal, perhaps the too great:disbursal, of workplaces
as districts search for a clean, income-producing property that doesn’t
carry many children with it, which, again, makes'it difficult to develop
a very well coordinated public transport system. . o

- 'Now, so'ih addition to the inequity, problems, the planning problems,
there, as"you mentioned, sir, is the problem. of ‘the cities. Existing
systems of finance recognize not very' much the extra costs that cities
should face in' providing educational'sérvicés, but the present arringe-
ments go beyond this because tax limits aré placed on cities'more rigor-
ously’ than the “are placed on suburban districts, and in some cases,

‘now, these limits are absolutely ' sibject to change’ onlyby Stat;e legis-

our cities are no longer strongpoints of educational practice produces
-a situation-of educational imbalance. * R

:
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Senator MoNpaLe. Would you yield there?

Mr. BensoN. Yes,sir. - o - ' '

Senator Monpare. Did I hear you say thiat the central cities in Eu-
rope still have exemplary school systems? They have not gone through
the deterioration process that we have ? o :

Mr. Bewxson. I think that’s true, sir. I know that—uwell, I spent
some time in Europe trying to look at this in the early sixties, so my
data are something like 8 years old, but I have tried to read some news-
papers from time to time.

Now, in England, the place—one of the best places to teach as seen
by teachers was the London area, you see—the London Educational
Authority. It was also nice to teach in the south of England, but
really, for the more academic teachers, academically-minded teacher,
his choice was to be in London. I think the same would be true of the
teachersin France,in that they wish to work in Paris. Lo

Senator MoNpaLE. About 50 years ago it used to be true of our school
system. The competition was to get into those central city schools. It
was regarded as a prestigious spot.

Mr. Benson. If I can tell an anccdote—I hope I’'m not repeating
something I might have mentioned before, and I deplore saying some-
thing about myself, but right on this point, I grew up in Atlanta and
I was attending a school in the suburbs on the edge of the campus
of Emory University. My fellow students were the sons and daugh-
ters of Emory faculty members. My family removed me from that
school in the high school years to send me as a tuition-paying student
to central Atlanta school called Boy’s High, because they wanted
me to have the best education available in the public schools of that
areq. :

Senator MonpaLe, That was a public school ? :

" Mr. Bensox. That was a publicschool, and as I say, and you can see
how different that is from now whetre if you were in a suburban school
next to a university campus, one would not think of saying you will
eet better education in the center area of city schools. :

Senator MonparLe. And in fact, you wouldn’t get better education.

SunursaNTIEs Losing INTRLLECTUAL OrrorR1TUNITIES

Mr. Brnsox. With some exceptions like the Bronx High School of
Science. There are some exceptions. You see, the city is still the home
of the display of intellect. The city still has the museums, the theater,
the ballet, the music, the libraries, the big libraries, and unlike some
school situations, the bigger the library the better the library: that’s
the general rule, so we have the families who can provide the im-
mediate home environment for intellectual activities having disbursed
themselves into the suburbs where the school districts cannot make
connections with the intellectnal, vital life of the central city, and I
can’t prove it but I would say that this is having harmful eflects on the
intellectual life of our Nation, and that this will become more apparent
as we become more and more populated hy people who would face this
separationin their adolescent years. .

Now, the fact that the public transport systems do not easily run
to these suburbs, into the musenms, and so on doesn’t help much
either. That’s the thing Buropeans have that I fear we lack.
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Now, these are, then, comments' about some of the difficulties of the
present arrangements. I think there are really only two important
acts a State can-take to make substantial:change—two important acts
are a combination of the two. One is ‘the establishment of a district:
power equalizer. This snbject we talk' about is'full of its jargon—dis-
trict power.equalizing plan—and second is full:State assumption. -

- -Professor Coons is the one to talk about district power-equalizing.
although.it’s a scheme in earlier years I tried to advocate myself. The
basic idea is that any given tax rate produces the same dollars per.
student per year, regardless of the locally taxable wealth:of the school
district. . - . ' B B
. Now, this is interpreted by some -lawyers, and I'm not o lawyer
myself, to meet the criterion set by'the'(js‘,"tlimeia Supreme’ Court -
the Serrano-case that wealth shall not determine quality of education
except wealth of the State as a whole. S -

. One would move fiom the present situation where some districts
pay high-tax rates for low-expenditure programs, and conversely, to
a situation where this set of presumptive revenues:that I was talking
about in Loong Island would apply in all districts. If you were 7 per-
cent.above regional average tax rate then you would have a school pro-
gram that was 7 percent above regional average expenditure. It would
be a case of spending for what you get. It would preserve very much—
some wonld say enhance—local district choice about how much money
isto be spent on students of different residence. ‘

- Now, the other approach is to say that education, the public ele-
mentary and secondary schools, should come to be financed by a broad
base, which is to say State levied taxes. This is the first step—simply
to have the State collect the money for the lower educational services.
The second step is for the State to determine a scheme of distribution
of that money to the administering school authorities, and I would
think that at least for the near time, these authorities would continue
to be something called school districts. That is, a State would have to
determine how economic resources ought to be paid from the center
to the local authorities.

R I B N

Stariwie Epucarion PropreErry TaAx

Take the first one first, the new revenue scheme does not mean
that one must immediately shift, the total .amount of the education
money that’s now drawn from property taxes over to income or
value added taxes or sales taxes or something like that. One could
simply have a statewide education property tax with uniform rate
in all the taxing jurisdictions of the State. : .
This is, apparently, constitutional in both California and New
York. It would not require a constitutional amendment, and this
really is the key step. It obviates the need, for example; in California
of having to get a constitutional amendinent to abolish what they
call a basic ,aia or this $125 a student. That’s written into the Con-
stitution, but if you adopt a statewide property tax you have, in
effect, abolished the basic aid. o S o

Now, on the distribution, there are those who say, well; it’s impossi-
ble to figure out how mnch money the State should lay on the head
of students who are in its borders. That is, it’s impossible to say how
much money per student should be put in district X as compared with

district Y.
105
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‘My feeling is thiat the-rule to start with is one for one, a dollar
per student, and then see what departures from.that rule .are rc-
quired, and I think the one departure, obviously, is extra spending
on handicapped children, and-one cin compute pretty much the cost
of a program for handicappedchildren,»: - .~ . o o

‘Senator MonpaLz. You are -talking about handicapped. Are you
talking about so-called educational dissdvantage— - B

- Mr. Brxson. Not-yet, - oo oo R
Senator MonparLE. Physical, mental? R
Mr. Bensow. That would just be one case where one would depart

from the one to one case and I think it is computable, or at least,.you ,

can get some——

- Senator Monp.aLE. Somebody computedfﬁ model of "&h.a‘t money?

would be needed to educate an educationally disadvantaged: child.

‘Mr. Bexson. That is, I think that is the one major point of difficulty. -
The ‘other point of difficulty is recognizing. the differences.in‘cost:

among the districts.. -~ - -« N

Now, there are those who claim' e shouldn’t ;recognize:differences
in cost. That is, you should not assume that a_ teacher in onepart of
the State has to have more money than. 210ther, but anyway,.baclk
to the disadvantaged-—the information I have, which is by no -meéans
complete, is that we don’t yet have an agreement on effective programs
for the disadvantaged and given that, it’s pretty hard to estimate
costs. SR ARUE

S ST ML LA I |

ExpPERIMENT WiTH DISADVANTAGED DIFFERENTIAL

What I would like to think could happen is that some States, at
least, would experiment with a fairly large differential for disadvan-
tnge& while at the same time trying to have some sort of continuing
flow of information into the States as to, well, to regulate this amount
in the future. I would like, myself, to see disadvantaged students

counted one extra. That is, ench disadvantaged student would have

spent on him twice the sum-—— ‘

Senator MoxpaLe. Two to one.

Mr. Benson. That the others would get.

Senator Monpare. But that's a guess?

Mr. Benson. That’s a guess, sir. :

Senator Monpare. And would you have another adjustment in there
for cost, if the objective is equality?

Mr. BensoN. Right. : :

Senator MoxpaLe. I don’t sce how you could disregard cost.

Mr. Benson. Well, certain kinds of costs, I think, yes. For instance,
the cost of providing housing of students does vary markedly, does
differ markedly about the State. : '

Now, this could be handled either by computing such differences,
and I think they are computable, and then turning the consiruction
money over to the authorities, or by having the State assume the
responsibilities of providing the housing, and this could be under an
authority. It could be an authority with power to lease space as well
as to bulld, which is really the answer, I think, to the cities’ problem
of space, or a large part of the answer.’ i o ,

So, that kind of cost differential, I think, is fairly easy to-accom-
modate. What’s not"easy to accommodate is differences in ‘cost of
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living of teachers in different parts of the State. The English faced
this problem, if I could look back a bit.

.In 1917, when the Governmnent of England sort of began to talke
over the finance of education, they found that salaries were quite
different in different parts of England. And so, they established some
regions which were determined, more or less, by the levels of expend-
itures that had existed in the past and teachers in some regions were
granted salaries that were fairly low, and teachers in other regions,
fairly high. ' .

. Now, this was combined with a process of a national collective bar-
gaining unit in England, and over the years the teachers removed
these differences in pay. I mean, the teachers who were low paying
had.a stronger case 1n the bargaining session than teachers with high
pay, so the regional differences pretty much went away exccpt that
they left an arbitrary 10 percent for London because people could
accept the idea without knowing just how to put a figure on it, that
living in London costs something extra—possibly the work there
was more demanding, and that one differential was preserved.

Now, my own feeling is very much that it’s possible to implement
a plan of full State assumption without losing the essential virtues of
local control and without—with possibly making a gain in the proc-
ess of collective bargaining.

FeperarL RoLe

I'd be glad to try to comment on that if you wish, but I'd like
to go on to the last group of points I wish to make, sir, which is the
possible Federal role post-Serrano.

I think assmining that this present direction of change holds, I think
the States are going to find that moving to a different educational
finance system will cost more money ;. at least, initially. In the longer
: run, with maybe an assist from technology, there can be a modera-
! tion of the expenditure advance, but either under district power
equalizing or full State assumption, the present low-spending dis-
tricts will rise, you sec, and that means money. . :

Now, I fear that given the present difficulties of a number of the
States, that this forcing of money into reform of education finance
will make it difficult to continue to finance the complementary services
and if I could borrow a point from Henry Levin of Stanford, he
maintains that the effort to attack the problem of nonachievement in
schools relies too strongly on the schools, and I can put it this way:
If a student very badly needs eyeglasses, does it help any to give him
an extra reading specialist, you see ¢

These services in health and in food and in housing and so on, if
these are held constant or even if money is taken away from them
to provide money -for education reform, I think we are defeating our
purpose. I think there is a strong complementarity: The marginal

" yield from additional expenditures on education will essentially not be
very effective unless there is consideration given to the health of the
' ‘ student, his hunger, his clothing, his housing conditions.

Now, this talkes me back— — ) -
Senator MoxparLe. Did I understand you to say that in many cases
those nonschool factors, if dealt with, would produce a greater re-
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turn in terms of educational achievement than that same contribution
to the educational structure? S S

Mr. Benson. Yes. I don’t say that we don’t need to'spend additional
money on education. For example, in New York City, according to our
figures, there is very large nonperformance of the New York district on
the matter of instruction for Spanish-speaking students. There are,
I think, only—well, let’s say a very small percentage of students from
homes that have no English who are presently in programs where the
teacher can talk to them 1n their language.

Now, it will take more money to do something about that. But even
if one does that and ‘does nothing about these other circumstances we
are talking about, health and clot;ﬁing'and ‘hunger and housing; though
you get something you don’t get nearly as much if you could approach
this in a more comprehensive fashion, you see, and.what concerns me
is—— : .
Senator MonpaLe. Would you recommend that a school be given
resourcesto deal with something like this? ~

Mr. Benson. No, sir; I am not. What I am really asking for is
that the Government think again about the States’ fiscal position
in the broad terms it was thinking earlier ; namely, revenue sharing,
welfare assumption, something along this line.

Revive County (GOVERNMENT ADMINISTRATION

T'm not certain that the provision of these services for students
should be administered by the educational atthorities. In fact, I think
that there’s some revival of county government in this country and
that some things that are now being done by schools could very well
be done by counties, such as transport and health and possibly, food
services and so on. I mean, on the administrative problem, I don’t
really see that the schools have to provide these services, but I defi-
nitely think that unless they are provided, we are not going to get
the return we should get from the educational balance and.if the
States are strapped because of Serrano, they won% do it.

Senator Monpare. Have there been efforts by economists to deal
with the cost-benefit ratios, as one against the other?. :

Mr. Benson. Not- much. I was talking to a colleague the other day
and he was thinking of putting up a proposal along this line to try
to put numbers on these, trying to put this up as a proposal to one of
the foundations, but to my knowledge, there is no hard work being
done. We have got all the theory we want. We can talk to this about
creating marginal requirements, but we don’t have any numbers to
makeit real and a policy guide. ‘ :

Senator MoxpaLE. Two years agothe White House did a cost-benefit
study whether a dollar spent to feed a_hungry child could be spent
better elsewhere, and if we can study that question it seems that we
could study this one. ' :

Mr. Bryson. Now, another proposal—and I don’t know if this is
something I've been thinking about only recently, but I don’t get
down here so often that I shouldn’t mention it—I’m wondering if the
Federal Government should not have a look at whether it should
operate some educational institutions itself, to set a standard.

“Now, you operate 1esearch labs in education, but that’s not exactly

what I mean.
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- Senator MonpaLz. Well, other than the defense schools, we operate
the Bureau of Indian Affairs school, which does not encomage me
tobelieveinmuch.: ©- - -~ .. L - :
. - Mr.. BEnson. Well, if we could take another analogy, I understand
the Federal prisons are better than State prisons, which are better than
county prisons, which are better than city prisons. - . ° : :
- Senator ;‘Monpare. ‘I think it’s true that the Federal Govern-
ment could, with fewer .local political problems, establish sca0ols of
excellence—— B AR TS o
- Mr. Benson. That'sright, = - - po
:.-Senator MoxpaLe. To do a lot more by way of experimentation and
'dfemo'nstration than we do today. Asa matter of fact, we do very little
. Mr. Benson. Well, I don’t mean to take an antiunion position. I
think the unions have on the net made educational progress, but when
~ you take the combination of union concerns about doing right’ for
everybody and the hamstring of existing educational codes In some
States, you get a kind of watering down of innovation. -
Now, suppose that one. decided it would be a good thing on Man-
-hattan to have a school for gifted bilingual students, you see. It would,
I think, be—there’s » chance it would be a better innovation if the
Federal Government could establish such a facility.

PROGRABI. FOR SPRCIAL Scroors

Now, that, of course, is a special instance and I would tale it the
Federal Government cannot operate on special instances, but if one
thought of a school in central city areas that combined functions of
superlor teaching, and research, and inservice training of teachers, you
see, with superior physical facilities, the annlogies to a teaching hospi-
tal, really, this would be n general possibility I would think for cities
you see. I mean, one could have a program for this kind of thing.

* Senator MonpaLe. There is a proposal setting up 20, 25 experimental
schools. I always thought that was a good iden. It seems to me the
Federal'Government could perform and should perform the role sug-
gested in a far ‘more massive way where we try every good idea we
can think of, properly funded, shoot the works, evaluation, best teach-
ersy and then if the model proves successful, male that generally
available. -~ - .o T T

> -'Mr. BensoN. There’s one argument that will be put up against this
and T would like, if I can, to try to snggest that one should not stop
on account of it. The argument will be'made that if the Federal Gov-
ernment comes in with effective programs which are well funded,
that the State or local authorities cannot replicate these, you see.
They’l] say that’s very nice but nothing will grow out of this.”

* I think that’s the wrong idea. The first thing is to try to find what
works. The second thing is to try to find a system that is effective
‘that we can pay for, but unless the first step is taken the second—
well, it’s simply we won’t get there, - - ‘ 4

~ " Scnator -MoxpaLe. Now, we did establish the National Foundation
for Education in tho Higher Education Act, which is supposed to be
funded in the $400 or $500 million level to begin with and if we hnilt
above -that it would presumably put the Federal Government in a big
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way into this whole experimentation field. I think that's-desperately

needed along with far inore sophisticated data. L C

_ Mr. BensoN. Yes, that was the third suggestion I'have for what-
ever these are worth, that there continue to De research cfforts in the
Federal Government bearing upon policy issues such as inforination—

~well, first to help the States develop an information system, and then

secondly, how to devise more rational criteria for the distribution of
educational resources in our present local tax base. , ‘

. Scnator MoxpaLe. Would you, by letter,* submit in more detail
some of your ideas as to what you think the Federal role should be
here. I would also like you to comment on the implications for a Fed-
eral role based on the Serrano decision. If Serrano is right, and it
1nakes a lot of sense to me in an intrastate sense, does it not become
quickly apparent that the Federal Government has new responsibilities
in an interstate sense? You don’t agree with that? Take, for example,
the difference between the potential tax base between Mississippi and
New York.

Certainly, no matter how fair Mississippi would be in the distribu-
tion of funés within the State, comparing the funds available to school-
children in New York State and Mississippi, there would be a tremnen-
dous gap in terms of fairness no matter how hard we try. Would that

not be true ¢
Frperar, Ao To Equanize INTERSTATE EXPENDITURE

Mr. Benson. That’s true, and I didn’t really mean to say that I dis-
agree with it. I think I was expressing instead of a pre-Serrano dis-
couragement with this problem, and perhaps Serrano would malke
sometTﬁng better possible on the interstate as well as intrastate, but in
carlier years, for example, the Committee for Economic Development
had a plan to bring the poor ‘States up to, I believe, national average
expenditures; national average plus 10 percent, or something, and it
cost hardly anything at all. . " o

The reason is that most of the students are in the richer States, but—
and I think that this was a proposal, also, of Senator Taft in 1946, that
the Federal money be used substantially to raise the poor States up.

Now, what has been happening is that the proposals give money to
all the States and then the price tag of raising the poor ones up be-
comes astronomical. - . -

Now, Title I-was a way out of this dilemma, but T think- it's
too highly focused. ' ‘

Senator Mo~paLe. It's too what? :

Mr. Benson. T mean, it does not ostensibly do snything about the
ordinary student in Mississippi. I said, “too highly jocused.’ ’

Senator MoNDALE. Yes. L : :

Mr. Benson. It’s not really a national education policy. =

Senator MoxpaLe. Would you see much merit in liberalizing the
eligibility formula under title I and then try to fully fund that? -

{r. BexsoN. That could be one way to go, sir. Now, in some figures
I saw showed that there was quite & disproportionate share of Title I
money going to the Southern States earlier? :

* See Part 16D, Appendix 3.
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Senator MoxpaLe. But if it’s poverty we are trying to reach that’s
what you wonld expect.

Mr. Bexson. That’s right. If you liberalize it you will simply be
doing more than that. Yon will be shifting—your added money will
go predominantly to the Southern States.

Now, but the question is if you require, as I think one must under
Title I or try to require, that Title I money be spent only on the desig-
nated income category students. Say it goes up to $6,000 or something,
and T just don’t have the figures, whether that would cover the broad
range of Mississippi students or not. :

Senator Moxpare. T’11 bet it would cover 95 percent of it.

Mr. Bexsoxn. Could be,could be.

Senator Monpare. We had a very interesting experiment here in
the Child Development Act. Instead of using the old poverty line,
we picked a figure of $6,900—we thought we’d get clob bered on the
floor on the ground it costs too much—and that turned _out to be the
strongest element in the bill, because it wasn’t welfare. It encouraged
people who were on welfare to work if it’s possible to work, and to give
decent care for the children.

The poor, in my opinion, like it better because they are getting sick
and tired of being laheled “welfare” in everything they do; childven
resent getting School Lunch Programs, and even ITeadstart smells of
welfare, plus they don’t like co be by themselves all time time and
from an education standpoint, they shouldn’t be.

Mr. Benson. Right.

Senator Moxpare. There is no constituency for just poor students

anymore. In the absence of o very vigorous President who uses that
bully pulpit to establish the Nation’s conscience, we have proved vir-
tually impotent in getting any kind of decent funds.
- If yon compare what we have done with Title I with general im-
pact money, there is o dramatic difference because Title I has no con-
stituents given these great priorities found in a democracy. You have
to fashion a democracy that makes sense and gives a majority follow-
ing or otherwise, as good as the idea may be, 1t’s not going to work.

Incoxre Nor DeriniTioN or “Poor”

Mr. Bexsox. My late mentor in California, Senator George Miller—
that is, State Senator Miller—deplored any kind of criteria, particu-
lnrly, you know, if it applied just for a narrowly defined poor people,
and he wanted to work on the problem of reading. He said, give me a
bill that will help poor readers learn to read by the end of the third
grade, and I said, you menan poor students, and he snys, poor readers,
not poor students, and that was the way the bill was written.

This commission I work for, the so-called Fleischman Commission,
likewise is trying to avoid, as far as it can, income criteria. Yes; there
are some useful tasks for directing money.

Senator Moxpark. I'm inclined to think that more and more
that's the way we ought to go. Well, in any event, I appreciate your
most useful contribution and I would appreciate it if you would re-
spond in writing in more detail what yon think the proper Federal
role ought to be, beeanse that would be one of the central questions in
onr whole report.
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Support of elementary and seconda
of state governments. For example,
the State of New York reads, “The leglsinture shall provide for the maintenance
and support of a system of free common schools,
the state may be educated.”

However, most state
tratlve and fnanclal responsibillties in education with a set of local school dis-

tricts or boards of education. In our largest industrial states—New York, Cali-
fornia, Illinols, Michigan, and Ohio for example—school districts, generally speak-
ing, are speclal units of government whose lines are drawn somewhat inde-
pendently of other local governments, In New England, on the other hand, the

area of local school author
towns. From Maryland south, the local school authorities are genernlly bounded

geographically by county lines.

Whatever the local government structure, one of the continuing issucs of con-
troversy is the proper definition of the state’s financial responsibility in educa-
tion. On that topic, one of the first questions to he put is this: What are the
fundamental purposes of state grants, subventions or subsidies for schools?
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF CHARLES S. BENSON

ry schools is a constitutional responsibility
Artlcle I, Section I, of the Constitution of

wherein all the children of

governments, including New York, share thelr ndminis-

ities is generally coterminous with that of cities and

Punroses oF STATE EnUCATION GRANTS

(1) Reduction of Large Differences in Local Sohool Tao Rates—Revenue
bases to support educational programs among local school districts are grossly
unequal. For example, per student basis, the richest major district in New York
has 33 times the full value assessment of the poorest.® If the amount of state
asslstance for schools is small (in New Hampshire, to take an extreme case,
the state provides approximately 15% of educational expenditures, differences
in school tax rates will be large, even only assuming that the poor districts
content themselves with meagerly financed programs, Such large differences
in local school tax rates are inequitable. This can be seen most clearly if we
think of a household that does not have—nor will ever have—children in the
ic schools. Within a given metropolitan area, social benefits of education
will be recelved more or less equally by all households.? Hence, among house-
holds not particlpating directly in school programs, 2 3 to 1 difference in local
tax rates for education, say, paid by houscholds on different sides of a street
that divides one local district from another is nos defensible on “benefit re-
celved” grounds. Local taxes—and especially that tax which is the prime support
of school expenditures, the levy on real property—are not generally progressive.
Hence, differences in local school rates clearly cannot be defended on an
“abllity-to-pay” criterion either.

(2) Establishment of a Closc, Positive Relationship Between Local School Tax
Rates and Value of School Scrvices Rendered.—XLet us think now of households
that make direct use of public schools—those houscholds, to make it completely
clear, who have children currently enrolled in public schools. In the absence
of Stato grants to local education authorities, and given two school districts
with dQifferent full value per pupil assessments, in order to produce the same
dollar value of school services, a disparity between local school tax rates must
exist. Families living in districts of low assessed valuations per student—and
let us assume for the moment that these households have rather low income—

1 A major district is defined in New York as ono having moro than elg,ht teachers, Amone

districts, on a per xtudent basis, the richest has more than 2,000 times the full

value assessment of the poorest.
3 »Soclal benelits” of education are commonly distinguished from ‘‘private henefits’,

The former are contrihutions to productivity, Le,, to national incom in excess of earnlnr
differentials privately garnered (schooliug may help an inventor successful and hin

{nventions may have value of billlons to

soclety, though his own lifetime Income may be

modest), lessened crirae and protection costs, pleasure that educated households

iving in a society which includes other educated people, ete. The central idea is
that houscholds recelve these benefits in roughly equal measure, rdless of whether
they as individual households pay la taxes for schools or small and refardless of
whether or not thelr children are enrolled In ‘mbllc schoo] programs. Private benefits of

education, on the osther hand, are measured ¢h fncome
(or Income plus llesure time .or incomo plus {lesure time Plus joh stabllity) by the fact

that he has attended school for a longer, rather than a ahor;niba time or hy the fact that

1s sducational program has been superior. See Burton A. We
Pubdlio Fducation: An Economio Analysis, Princeton University, Department of Economics,

Industrial Relations Section, 1004,

efly by the extra a person recelves

rod, External Benofits of
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would find themselves paying for schools at high local tax rates even to obtain
a minimum expenditure school program, and conversely, households in districts
of high assessed valuation per student—let us say these are predominantly
rich families—could pay school taxes at low rates to provide themselves with
lavish educational programs. Regarding the school tax rate as a ‘“price” for
educational services, it seems clear that such a situation would be inequitable:
Poorer families would be charged a higher price for a given quality of school
program, as measured by expenditures per student, than rich families®

What is at issue Is a principle of local government. It is perhaps a defensible
position to assert that voters in a local district be able to determine the quality
of education which is to be made available to students residing there! What
does not seemn defensible is that decislons of the voters should be warped by a
system of finance that makes educational services available at a high price to
resldents of poor districts and at a low price to residents of rich. If residents
of two districts are equally avid for educational service, then they might be
expected to bay roughly equal (and relatively high) tax rates. If two districts
Inld populations that are indifferent toward cducational services, then each
should have the compensatlon of roughly equal and rclatlvely low tax rates.
State grants for educational services can produce this hetter system, especially
if the grants are distributed to districts in an “equalizing” fashion, i.e., inverse
to assessed valuation per student. However, the state ald programs in most
states fall far short of establishing a direct, one-to-one relationship between
sthool .tax rates and school expenditures per student. One Important reason
is that conventional state aid programs can overcome very wide variations in
assessed valuation per student only If the state is willing to assume a large
share of school costs—80 to 90 per cent. :

o overcome the kind of inequities belng discussed hcre, whether arising from
the simple existence of large differences In local tax rates or from the lack of
a positlve assoclatlon between tax rates and school expenditures, it would
appear that there are only threc main obtions:

(a) To see the state assume a large share of educational costs;

(b) To reduce inter-district disparities in fiscal resources, possibly by state-
wide taxation of non-residential properties or by shifting to household income
ngl{ll;e basls of local taxation for schools and for the measurement of local fiscal
a v; or

(¢) To adopt a system for the provision of educational services in which
reglonal or metropolitan governments hoid greater operational responsibilities
than they do at present.

All three options Imply more direct interventions by state governments in the
allocation, of educational resources than they now exercise, Hawali and North
Carolina excepted.

(8) Promotion of Equality of Educational Opportunity—It is an important
part of American rhetoric to hold that we, unlike our European cousins, have
an “open educational system”, In which an Individual’s opportunity to develop
his Intellectual skilis is unrelated to his place of residence or to the conditions
of his birth, e.g., the status, political power, or income of his parents, To make
this promise consistent with the fact that states have delegated power of ¢le-
mentary and secondary cducation to local authorities requires that the State
place Its broad-based taxing powers behind those of the local units—or behind,
at least, the taxing powers of the poorer ones. Otherwise, the richer school dis-
tricts would be in a position to use their superlor wealth to provide a head :
slart for the children cf thelr resident households, thus defeating the rule that '
wealth should not be a determinant of educational opportunities within the
public sector. This is the same reasoning that 18 applied when a large city ‘
makes the taxnble resources of its neighborhoods available to support school 4
services In poor nelghborhoods. .

8 4The consequence of uneven distribution of wealth s wide varlatiop in the sacrifice
necessary to produce the same amount of money. As a resrit, the multitude of decisions
that are made by districts re, Ing commitment to education is everywhere weighted by
wealth. In order for a poor district to procure & school as as its thrice rich neighbor,
it must be willing to tax three times as hard ; even then it may be prevented from dolog
%0 by state-mandated tax maximums. But in efther case, it §s ordinarlly loft behind In the
race for wE:rlor schools. for clearly the rich district can always stay ahead if it decides
to.”” John Coons, William Clune 115, and Stephen D, Sugarman, Privafe Wealth and
Publio Education, Cambridge, llarvard University Press, 10 & o1,

s However, it is hard to imagine a decision more fraught wi promise or danger for a

member of the rising generati)n than that which concerns the quality of educatiun ho is
to receive. Decislons ou war and peace may be the exception, but these decisions are not

delegated to local authorities.
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(4) Extension and Improvement of Bducaetional Services.—If local authorities
were left strictly on thelr own to find the money to run their schools, it might be
possible that they would be unwilling to provide enough services—or as good
services—as the State “needs”S At the time the present system of state-local
finnnce in New York was developed, namely in the mid-twenties, one purpose of
using State money to strengthen the fiscal base of local districts was to help them
provide high school educations for their resident youth—either by their bullding
and operating high schools or by their being willing to pay tuition fees for their
resident youth to attend institutions nearby. What one observed in the twenties
was the effort to use State funds to extend the length of education experience
beyond the elemnentary school years. At the present time, we note demands to use
state funds to encouiage the extension of educational opportunities into the years
before Lindergarten (‘‘early education”), to provide deeper and more varied
intellectual experiences for youth in the junior and senlor high school years, to
obtain more useful programs of vocational education, ete. -

Why would local districts, if left their own resources, fail to provide enough
educational services to meet the needs of the state? The general economic argu-
ment Is as follows. Suppose responsibility for educational service—administration
and finance—are devolved by the state on many small districts. The voters of
any single district will enjoy roughly the same measure of social benefits of edu-
cation-—or bear the same measure of social costs.of failure to provide enough
educational services—regardless of what their local educational budgets are.
Hence, it is to the economic interest of such districts to concentrate on private
benefits and ignore the social benefits (or costs). This statement can be made
more specific. Assume that there is a set of relatively small school districts, each
predominantly middle class, but each containing a minority of low-income popu-
lation. It behooves the voters to see that the districts have good college-prepara-
tory programs; otherwise, the educational aspirations of the majority of the
population would be frustrated and a loss of private benefits clearly would occur.
It is a less economically compelling case to see to it that the minority poor become
literate, even though it is well known that {lliteracy Is associated with lifetime
dependence on public welfare, crime, poor school performance of succeeding gen-
crations of the affected households, ete. The costs of these results of tueffective
schooling would be shared with residents of the county, the state, and the nation.
Unlike private benefits or costs, they are not confined to the taxpayers of the
single sinall school district. A similar argument can be made to show why districts
fail to give priority to adjust lines to promote racial integration.

There are other reasons why school programs might be inadequately financed
in the absence of state assistance. One is that poor districts might simply lack
the financial means to run good schools, no matter how well-ineaning the popu-
lations of those districts might be. Another is that ‘“‘thresholds of expenditure”
or start-up costs of new programs, may appear frighteningly high to local gov-
ernments; hence, some of them, at least, may require evidence of the state's
own financial commitment to the new programs—sucl as & program of early
education—before they are willing to undertake major steps toward their
implementation.

A last general poiut on the topic at hand: If one of the functions of state
grants for education is to increase the willingness of local governments to spend
money on their schools, it would seem to follow that a dollar’s increase in state
aid may not always produce a dollar's increase In school expenditures. One price
of state and local cooperation in educational ventures the districts would not
undertake if left to their own devices might be that local governments may
divert some share of any increase in state aid toward local tax relief.

(8) Other Reasons.—Four functions of state ald have been cited: reduction
of excessive inter-district tax rates differentials; establishment of a positive
relationship between local school tax rates and school expenditures per student;
promotion of equality of educational opportunity ; and extension and improve-

s In economist's language, the effort is to hring the provision of edncational scrvices
closer to the point where marginal soclal cost cqbals marglnal social benefit. From the
mid-fifties onward, economists have produced a number of studies to indicate that expendi-
tures on clementary and secondary education are d investments for the stute to make.
Not aven the rise of “educated unemployment” In the ranks of college graduates and
*h. D.'s have yet sect aslde the ﬂndlnﬁ. that we suffer from an “underinvestment® in ele-
mentary and secondary programs. See Theodore W. Schnltz, *“The Human Capltal Approach
to Education* in Roe L. Johns, et al., eds., Economic Factors Aficcting the Financing of
Pducation, Galnesville, Florlda, Nationsl Fducational Flnance P'roject, 1070, pp. 51-82.
However. Dlainly some types of elementary and secondary yrograms (or some items of
expenditure) are more frultful than others. In offerlng guldance on this finer form of
resonrce allocation, the cconomist has yet to be very helpful.
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ment of educationa] services. Admittedly, these functions are somewhat over-
Iapping; pursuit of any one is likely to lead to the accomplishment, partially
at least, of the others. It is assumed, moreover, that there is general consensus
that these are important. and worthwhile functions of state grants for eduecation.

It is possible to mention other functions, but for these there is less assurance
of consensus. First, state grants reduce relinnce on.local taxation. This is re-
garded as desirable by those who feel (a) that the property tax is a relatively
poor fiscal instrument and (b). that there is no satisfactory substitute levy for
local use.

ISecond, state grants can be used to increase the influence of the state govern-
ment on policies in elementary and secondary education. This potential for state
control would be favored by those who believe that the state's ecapacity for plan-
ning and applied research and the.state's access to those kinds of information
that are useful in control of educational operations are superior.to such capac-
ity and access on the part of local governments. It would also be favored by
those who hold that the state government is less harassed than locai govern-
ments by deleterious political pressures.

A KEY TOPIC JN EDUCATION FINANCE

A central question in education finance today, perhaps the central question,
is the future role of school district taxation. In several states, serious consid-
eration is being given to having the state governnent provide all—or nearly
all—of public school revenues. It is not a new idea, for Henry Morrison of the
University of Chicago was urging it in the early 1930s. There.is, indeed, grow-
ing concern whether placing responsibility for raising funds on hundreds of
local districts is conducive to development of & well-planned, efficient, and equit-
able system of education. Freeing local Loards of the responsibility to raise
funds might allow them to devote their tiine and energy toward building better
programs of instruction in the schools in their charge. It would not necessarily
follow that school programs would be reduced to a drab level of uniformity,
though this, of course, is a danger. What is important, finally, is what happens to
students in individual schools. So one way to judge the central question is to
ask: Would the state’s assuming a larger share of revenue-raising respousibility
heighten or reduce the value of subsidiarity for the individual schools?

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE PRESENT SYSTEM OF FINANCE

(1) The Straycr-Haig Proposal and the Cole Act.—The present approach to
State aid for education dates fromn the work of the Educational Finance Inquiry
Commission in New York State (1921-24). A volume of the Commission’s report
was prepared by George D. Strayer and Robert M. Inig; it offered what Pro-
fessor Paul Mort described as the *‘conceptual basis” of present-day practice in
equalization® Sometimes the basic arrangement of State-local finance is de-
scribed as the “Strayer-Haig formnula ;” alternatively, it is called the “founda-
tion program plan.,” With more or less importunt technical modifications, this
fiscal device still determines the allocation of school funds to local districts in
the majority of states today.

Ird describing the practice of New York State in the early 1920s, Strayer and
IHaig stated:

“A precise description of the basis upon which federal and state money is
apportioned among the localities is an elaborate undertaking. The present ar-
;‘mmmneqt’s are the product of a long history of piecemenl legislation. The result
s chaos.’

The nuthors did provide, however, the following summary :

“Almost all of the state aid is distributed primarily on a per-teacher quota
basig which varies with the classification of the school districet and, in the case
of one of the quotas, with the assessed valuation in the district. Approximately
one-half of the state aid is entirely unaffected by the richness of the local eco-
nomic resources back ot the teacher, and the position which is so affected is al-
located in a manner which favors both the very rich and the very poor localities
at the expensc of those which are moderately well off." ®

, % See George D. Strayer and Robert M. Halg, Financing of Education in the State of
New York, A Report Reviewed and Presented by the Educational Finance Inquiry Com-
misston under the Auspices of the Amerlcan Council on Education, New York, The Mac-
millan Compmay 1923. The Statement of Professor Mort appears in Paul R. Mort, Walter
C. Reusser, and John W, Polley, Public School Finance, New York, MeGraw Hill Company,
3rd ed., 1960, p. 208.

1G. D, Stradv;r and R. M, H»ig, op. cit,, p. 94.
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In moving toward their recommendation for a new fiseal arrangetent, Strayer
and Halg first stated:

“There exists today and has existed for many years a movement which has
come to be known as the ‘equalization of eduentional opportunity’ or the ‘equal-
ization of school support. These phrases are interpreted in various ways. In its
most extreme form the interpretation is somewhat ns follows: The state should
insure equal educational facilities to every child within its borders at a uniform
effort throughout the state in terms of burden of taxation; the tax burden of
education should throughout the state be uniform in relation to taxpaying abil.
ity, and the provision of the schools should he uniform in relation to the edun-
cable populntion desiring eduea tion.”*

This has n modern ring as far as the prescription about tax burden goes.
However, it Is no longer possible to believe that “equal eduecntional facilities”
represent “equal educational opportunity.” It is now recognized thint equality of
purchased inputs does not, on the average, produce equality of education outputs
as between the different groups of our soclety, Put another way, it is held today
that the learning requirements of one student may be different from those of an-
other, nnd that an educational program to allow the first to Gevelop his nbilities
in high degree may be more or less expensive than a shmilar cffective program
for the second student.

Nevertheless, let us proceed with the developnient of the Strayer-linig for-
purchased inputs does not, on the average, produee equality of edncation outputs

“To enrry into effect the principle of ‘equalization of educational opportunity’
and ‘equnlization of school sapport’ . . . it would he necessary (1) to establish
schools or make other arrnngements sufficient to furnish the children in every
locality within the state with equal educational opportunities wp to some pre-
scribed minimum; (2} to raise the funds necessary for this purpose by local
or state taxation adjusted in such manner as to bear upon the people In all
localities at the same rate in relation to their tnxpaying ability; and (3) to pro-
vide adequately either for the supervision and control of all the schools, or for
tl;c}ir‘dlrcct administration, by a state department of education.” ** (Emphasis
added.)

Note that the nuthors have now replaced “equnl educational faeilities” by the
notion of “equality up to some prescribed minimum.” But note they suggest also
that some schools may be directly ndministered by the state department of
education. One of the drawbacks of edueational practice in New York State is
that n school which is obviously and grossly failing to meet the needs of its
students I8 nllowed to continue under the snme local district management year
after year. This particular suggestion of Strayer and Haig has not yet been
taken much into account.

The proposal for the new system of state-locntl iinance was next put into the
following specifie form :

“The essentinls nre that there should be uniformity in the rates of sehool
taxation levied to provide the satisfactory minimum offering nnd that there
should be such a degree of state control over the expenditure of the proceeds of
cclionl taxes as may be necessary to insure that the satisfactory minimum offering
shall be made nt reasonable cost. Since costs vary from place to place in the
state, and bear diverse relationships to the tnxparing abilities of the varlons dis-
tricts, the achievement of nniformity would involve the following:

(1) A loeal school tax in support of the satisfactory minimum offering wounld
he levied in each district at & rate whieh would provide the necessary funds for
that purpase in the richest district.

(ii) This richest district then might ralse all of its school money by means of
the local tax, assuming that a satisfactory tax, capable of being locally admin-
istered, could be devised.

(ili) Every other district could be permitted te levy a local tax at the same
rate and apply the proceeds toward the cost of schovls, but -

(iv) Since the rate i3 nniform, their tax woulid be sufficient to meet the eosts
only in the richest districts and the deficlencies would be made up by State
subventions” @

An example may help clarify the plan. Suqos: it is determined (just how
remains n problem to this day) that a “satiefostory offering” costs £1200 per
student per year. Suppose furtaer that the riches: district has au assessed vala-
ation of $10.000 per student. Then a levy of £3.00 {~. +undred of nssessed valua-
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tion will finance the school program in the richest district. All districts would
be expected to tax themselves at the $3.00-per-hundred rate or higher. Every
district but the richest would receive some state aid. How much ? Just enough
to meet the deficiency between the yield of the $3.00-per-hundred levy and the
cost of the minimum offering. A district with $39,000 of assessed valuation per
student would receive $30 per student from the state. Likewise, n district with
only $2,000 per student of assessed valuation would receive from the state $1,140
for ench of its students. All districts could provide the minimum offering, then,
while paying a local tax at no higher rate than would be paid for a $1,200 pro-
grum in the richest district. ' ‘

The Strayer-Ilaig proposal was transiated into legislative form in New York
State by Professor Paul Mort in a report to the Special Joint Comnmittee on
Taxation and Retrenchment (Davenport) in 1925. The cost of the “foundation”
or basic program was estimated at $70 per student. I'he local contribution rate
was set at 1.5 mills per dollar of the full value of property. It was further
brovided that no district should receive less state aid than it had formerly
received. This proposal, the Cole Law, was adopted by the Legislature in 1923,

Mort's simple proposal was subject to much adjustment, The dollars-per-
student measure of local district nced was quickly changed into a dollar-per-
teacher measure. The local contribution rate was revised periodically. Though
I'rofessor Mort has been against the state's offering financial incentives to local
districts to spend money on schools, an incentive provision was built into the
system so that districts did not receive the full amount of equalization money
to which they were otherwise entitled unless they were spending not 1.5 mills
of local tax levy for schools but 5 mills. Nonetheless, the main features of the
plan were those sketched by Professors Strayer and Haig—and so they remain
in the plan in use today.

SoME IMPERFECTIONS IN APPLICATION OF THE STRAYER-HAIC ForMuLA

In practice, the Strayer-Halg system of state-local finance has a number of
drawbacks:

(n) States which use the plan, including New York, often leave their school
districts in a relatively unequalized condition. That is, some low-wealth districts
find it necessary to levy a local tax at a high rate to produce a low-expenditure
(per student) program, while at the same time rich districts are able to provide
themselves with high expenditure (per student) at low tax rates. Thus, the
relation between quality of school program provided in different districts (as
measured by dollar expenditure per student) and local tax effort is inverse,
rather than direct. A body of legal experts across the country is now raising the
question whether such a condition—a condition, essentially, under which the
state dispenses public education services according to the wealth of districts it
itself has created—is constitutionally suspect under equal protection guarantees
of state and federal constitutions.

It might appear strange that a fiseal device whose chief object is “equalization”
fails 50 notably on an equity standard. There are at least three reasons why the
resultis obtained : '

(i) The dollar value of the minimum educational offering is commonly set so
low that many districts, rich and poor alike, find it necessary to exceed it. Ahove
the value of the minimum offering (or foundation program), the inter-district
differences in assessed valuation per student have their full effect. Suppose, for
example, the value of the minimum offering is $1200 per student and two districts,
call them A and B, each elect to spend $1600 per student. Let assessed valuation
per student in A be $20,000 and in B, $5,000. The extra tax rate effort to advance
expenditures from $1200 to $1600 per student is $2.00 per hundred in A and $8.00
per hundred in B. Suppose B could advance its rate only by $4.00 per hundred,
taking account of local fiscal realities, not to mention possible legal constraints
imposed by tax limitations. It would have half the supplementary program of A
at twice the supplementary tax rate. )

(il) The local contribution rate is seldom set at that rate which would pay
for the foundation program in the richest district. Given the very unequal dis-
tribution of non-residential properties, the richest district (on an assessed
valuntion per student basis) is likely to be very rich indeed, and the mandatory
local contribution rate would be very small. The result in a liternl reading of
the Strayer-Halg formiula would be that the state government would be paring
for about all of education services. To avoid this result, a higher local contribu-
tion rate is chosen than that which would raise the value of the foundation

program in the richest district. ]
1 1
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(ii1) Theoretically, then, those rich districts which raise more than the value
of the foundation program per student at the standard local contribution rate
should turn that excess over to the state for redistribution to poorer districts.
The contrary happens, in that such rich districts are given a “flat grant” per
student. The result is antl-equalizing. If one should take the simple position that
equity would prevail if the flat grant were abolished, then one must reckon with
the fact that several of the boroughs of New York City are “flat grant districts”
for the purpose of computing State aid for education.

Two ALTERNATIVE PROPOSALS FOR REFORM OF EDUCATION FINANCE

(1) Power cqualizing.—This is a very simple idea that cuts through the long
involved discussion that school finance experts hold about foundation program
plans, percentage grants, and the like. Professor John E. Coons of the Law
Faculty, University of California, Berkeley, has suggested that there should be
a plain relationship between the effort a local school district makes in supporting
its schools, as measured by tax rate, and the amount of money that is made avail-
able per student for its school programs.”* This relationship could be expressed

in such a table as the following :

Effort-local tax rate (per $1C0 Dollars available for elementary/

of assessed valuation) secondary programs per weighted
. student
. $1.00 $300
! 1.50 1,200
. 2.00 1,600
2,50 2,000
3.00 2,400

The figures, of course, are illustrative only, but the essential idea is this:
all districts that levied local tax at the same rate would have available
equal sums of money per welghted student to spend on their educational
programs. It is probable that the State would wish to establish both min-
{mum and maximum values for school spending.

‘ In order for a state to establish a power equalizing system, it is neces-
: sary that it stand ready to subsidize educational programs in poorer dis-
i tricts. The degree of subsidy will be greater as the district is poorer. If
: differences in nssessed valuation per student are very large, it might turn
: out that rich districts, on the other hand, paid more in local school tax than
they were allowed to spend on their educational programs. Politically speaking,
j this situation would be distressing, and it could be avoided by the state's tak-
; ing action to reduce {nter-district differences in-assessed valuation per student.
; As we have already noted, statewide taxation of non-residential real proper-
{ ties would serve to accomplish this.
! (2) Full State Funding.—Primary impetus toward full state funding of ele-
i mentary and secondary ecducation has comd from the Advisory Commission
: on Intergovernmental Relations which conducted a natlonal study. In 1069,
the Commission stated: “In light of an exhaustive study of State Ald to Lo-
cal Government, the Advisory Commission concluded that fn the long run
i substantially all the non-federal financing of clementary and secondary edu-
: ‘ cation should be shifted from the local property tax to the superior tax re-
g sources of the State governments,”
! The essential features of full state funding were presented in 1969 in Gov-
! ernor Milliken's proposals for education reform in Michigan. In summary, they
! are the following: :
; (1) The state provides nearly all the money for the operation of clemen-
! tary and secondary Schools, (Costs of new capital construction may he left
to the local authorities, as well as costs of servicing existing debt), The ad-
ditional state revenues necessary to meet “full costs” of operating clementary
and secondary schools may be obtained by a statewide property tax, more
intensive use of state income taxes or sales taxes, or by the introduction
of n new tax such as the levy on value added, The Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations has recently reversed its 1069 stand agninst
the use of a statewide property tax, at least as a transitional mensure.

1t John E. Coons, Willlam H, Clune, I1I, and Stephen D.__Sngarmnn, DPrivate Wealth and

Public Efacation, Cambridge, Harvard UnlrersltﬁPress. 1970.
1 Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, *“Urban America and the Federal

N System,” Washington, D.C,, Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing
{ Office, 1069, p. 22.
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(i) It is ordinarily necessary to eradicate most of the differences in levels
of spending for local educational services before full state funding can be fully
operational. The state government, that is, can hardly underwrite programs
in which some districts are receiving twice the benefit of other districts. Staff
has estimated the costs of “Ievelling up” expenditures for current operations to
the 75th percentile of districts in New York to be $451,999,000; eost to "level
up” to the 00th percentile would be in the order of $1,351,020,000. This level-
ling up cost could be shread over several years of the State’s budget, of
course.

(iil) The State must determine a defensible basis for distributing money to
schiool distriets. It is likely that the State would take into nccount differences
in wage and salary levels in the various regions of the State, and the special
educational requirements of different types of students.

(iv) The process of determining how much money should be spent in in-
dividual school districts would ense if the State established regional edu-
cational centers to supply special services, such as vocational education. pro-
grams for the handicapped, remedial programs. programs for the gifted (in-
cluding the scientifically and artistieally gifted), student transport. health
sorvicos and the like, to distriets on their order, Under this process, the state
distributes educational scrvices as such to distriets and avolds smne of the
necessity for making precise inter-district judgments about needs for cash. It is

“aid in kind,” rather than aid in money.
(v) Local authorities should be granted limited powers to supplement their

cducational programs by local taxation. It is nmow commonly proposed that this
supplementary levy itself should be “power equalized.” in the way described
in Section (1) above, As the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions has stated. * . . The Coununission assuines that there would be a limited
opportunity for local enrichment of the educational program. Ilowever, failure
to circtmseribe the amount of local enrichment—by limiting it to 10 percent
of the State grant, for example—would undermine its . . . objective—(to create)
a fiseal environment more conducive to educational opportunity . "

(vi) Implicit in the arrangement for full state funding is some control over
the powers of loeal school districts to eugage in collective bargaining with
professional and non-professional staff. One possibility is that bargaining about
salary schedules and pensions would be conducted on a regional basis. This
would establish region-wide costs of salaries per teacher. which would be rec-
ognized in the State’s distribution of grants to districts within any given region.
At the same time. bargaining on detailed working conditions could be conducted

locally.

————————

W Ibid., p. 23,
Scnator Moxpare. Thank you very much for a most stimulating

contribution. ) o )
Onr final witness this morning is Mrs. Catharine Barrett, the presi-

dent-elect of the National Education Association. Mrs. Barrett, will
you come to the witness table. Weare glad to have you here. We always
appreciate the NEA and what they have contributed and continue to
contribute to the work of this committee and to education in this

country.

STATEMENT OF CATHARINE -BARRETT, PRESIDENT-ELFCT, NA-
TIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION; ACCOMPANIED BY GLEN

ROBINSON, DIRECTOR, NEA RESEARCH DIVISION, AND STANLEY
J. McFARLAND, ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE SECRETARY FOR GOV-
ERNMENT RELATIONS AND CITIZENSHIP

Mrs. Barrerr. Thank you, Senator Mondale. It’s nice to see you
again. I saw you from a distance at our national assembly in Detroit
and was very impressed with your comments.

Senator Mo~NpaLE. You are very kind.

1
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Mrs, Bannerr. As you know, I am Catharine Barrett, president-
clect of the NEA, and you know that we are a 1.1-million teacher or-
aanization. I'm a classroom teacher, have been all my life. I teach at
Danvers School, which is an innercity school in the city of Syracuse,
when I an not on leave of absence as I am at the moment. Of our 46
schools, we have approximately 16 innercity schools in a school popula-
tion of between 28,000 and 30,000 youngsters. _

I very much appreciate this opportunity to draw your attention to
the current financial crisis facing our schools. .

With me are Glen Robinson, director of the NEA Research Division,
and of course, yon know Stanley J. McFarland, our assistant execu-
tive secretary for Government Relations and Citizenship. We are here
to report on a quick survey of the Nation’s largest school systems
which we conducted to determine some hard facts about the extent
of the financial crisis which is undermnining the education of our school
children.

Without reference to many numbers, I would like to describe the
kinds of cutbacks which are taking {)iace this year and what they
mean in terms of pupil learning and well-being. If the committee
wishes, Dr. Robinson will follow me with an explanation of how the
survey was mnade, how reliable the information is, how many school
systems are cutting different kinds of staff and programs, and a report
on the education manpower situation this year.

Senator MoxpaLE. Perhaps because of shortage of time, you will
submit that for the record.*

Mr. RopixsoN. Fine.

Mrs. Barrerr. We are also presenting for your information two ad-
ditional NEA studies. The study entitled “School Bond and Budget
or Tax Referenda®” indicates the local taxpayer’s record in voting for
bonds to build schools and tax referenda to pay the increasing costs
of public education. Abonut one-half of the referenda are failing.

'he second study is the NEA's annual snrvey of “Teacher gupply
and Demand.” For the first time since World War IT, we have alinost
enongh qualified teachers to provide adequate educational services. It
is ironic that in many of onr great city school systems there are not
funds forthcoming to maintain even last year’s minimal levels of
service.

Senator Moxpare. T have heard these people say we have a surplus
of teachers. Actnally, now would be the time to really lanunch an all-
ont attack on disadvantage by bringing these teachers to bear in the
numbers required. If we could fully fund and adopt a Child Develop-
ment Act. there would be a need forseveral thonsand teachers. Perhaps
sonie of the needs wonld come later, but there wonld be an immediate
quick need for them. As a matter of fact, this wonld be a good time to
start it. Qtherwise, we are not going to be able to find qualified profes-
sionals without a longer period of training.

Mrs, Barrert. I quite agree with you on this.

Now. a box score on the crisis. On September 14, the NEA Research
Division sent telegrams asking the superintendents of 103 school sys-
tems, including all of the largest systems enrolling 50,000 pupils or
more and a few others, if there were finanecial entbacks in staff and

* See Part 16D, Appendix 3.
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school program this year because of a financial crisis. Within 4 days,
administrative officers in 63 systems responded.

63 ScioorL SysTEMS REront

Forty-one systems reported some kind of rollbacks taking place be-
cause of finanecial limitations.

Thirteen systeins reported a “hold the line™ budget of no cutbacks
but no improvements cither. Some of these indicated they wonld be
in crisis by the end of this school year or next if additional revennes
were not forthcoming. _

Nine systens reported they had adequate fundsto support last year’s
program and to make a little progress toward improving edncation.

I had the opportunity last evening to speak to the business and pro-
fessional men’s group mn Poughkeepsie, N.Y. Poughkeepsic is one of
our embattled cities as far as edncation is concerned. Ont of a faculty
of a little over 500 teachers, in June the Board of Education dismisse
112 teachers.

Senator Moxpare, Twenty-five percent ¢

Mrs. Barrerr. Right, because of inndequate funds to operate at last
year's level this year.

At the outset, I want to make the record clear that the culprit in
these cutbacks is not the increase in teachers’ salaries. Teachers’ sal-
aries have, indeed, gone up—bnt at a pace which is just behind, and
not ahead of, other professional workers, both men and women.

Senator MoxpALE. You have a table there?!

Mrs. Barrert. We have supplied table 1* to indicate that.

Senator Monpare. All right. That will be placed in the record?

Mrs. BarrerT. Right.

Finaxciat Crisis as Scrroor, Beeins

This is the beginning of the school year. It is confusing enough in
normal times. These times are abnormal and chaotic. A financial
crisis is compounded by court-ordered integration in many of these
systems. Pupils and teachers are transferred from schools where taey
expected to be assigned to other schools for the worthy purpose of
achieving racially balanced classrooms. Some school systems still do
not know how many pupils or teachers will actually be on their rolls.
In two or three States, the State legislatures are still meeting on ques-
tions of raising taxesto increase State funds for schools. .

The last minute regulations of the Department of Agriculture,
which rednce the funds available for lunches for needy children, fur-
ther complicate the situation, throwing the cost back on the local
level, where funds do not exist.

Then there is the wage-price freeze and the confusion over its ap-
plication to teachers’ salaries.

T have no donbt that in some communities citizens and civic leaders
will rally and find funds to mitigate some of the losces cited here. In
others, they will not, and the crises will deepen.

Of those school systems polled, 23 ent back a total of 4,388 regular
teaching positions.

¢ Part 16D, Appendix 3.
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Scnator MoxparLe. In other words, 23 of the systems that responded
to your poll this year are reducing their regular positions by 4,388
teachers below last year?

Mrs. Barrerr. This is correct, There was one system which indicated
cutbacks, but was unable to give the number. Other systems indi-
cated that a job freeze is in effect. No vacancies which come up dur-
ing the year will be filled under that freeze. This means larger classes,
less individualized instruction, less time to mecet the pupils’ needs.
Especially in ghetto schools—and I can speak firsthand on that issue—
time with the individual child is the most important clement in in-
struction. This is when we make him feel important. We give him
some feeling of sclf-sufficiency and self-respect that he gets in no other
way, and this is important to the receptivity of the child to learning
in the first place.

As you know, we really get through to many of our so-called slow
learners through special programs in art, music, drama, industrial arts,
and physical education. Pupils who do not achieve quickly in basic
subjects frequently achieve remarkably well here and this success is a
key to faster learning in other subjects. Special teachers for art, music,
drama, industrial arts, and physical education certainly are not frills.
Yet, teachers of these subjects were cited as those most frequently cut.

Trre I Fuxps Provipe Extra ProcraMs

In my own city school system, we are able to provide art, music,
physical education, and some additional programs in the arts by rea-
son of Title I funds. We are finding ourselves severely handicapped
this year by the regulations that have been laid down regarding who in
our inner-city schools may participate in those programs. At the mo-
ment in those schools where we have art, music, and physical education
down thmugh grade 1 by reasons of Federal funds, we find that some
voungsters are being deprived of these extra classes, if we can call them
extra, because the familv income isn’t quite low enough to be con-
sidered the poverty level. I suspect that some instances might be so
ridicnlous as to deny the child’s eligibility because the family income
is n dollar more than the poverty level,

Senator Moxpar.r. Then, that gets back to what Mr. Benson and T
were talking abont—making funds available for children who are fully
asmuch in need of it as those who are receiving Title I assistance.

Mrs. Barrerr. And in need of it in many other areas. Stan has
something he would like to offer here.

Mr. McFarnaxND. Senator, possibly because of the limit of funding,
Title I regulations provide that schools that do not have 70 or 80 per-
cent disadvantaged students could not qualify for Title I funds.

Senator Moxpare. At all?

Mr. McFarnanp, At all.

Senator Moxpare. Yes. Is that under the present Title T rights?

Mr. McFarnanp. Yes, sir.

Senator Moxparg. In other words. thev sav in effect that the poor kid
has to find a poor school, a school composed of poor students in order to
be entitled. Tf he’s a poor student in a rich school, he’sont.

Mr. McFaruaxn, When Title I started. there was 25 to 30 percem
disadvantage school population requirement. Now the percentage has

19
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inereased to 70 to 80 percent, because money isn't available to fund
more programs,

Mrs. Bareerr. The numbers of school nurses, psychologists, and
midance counselors were also reduced, as were ;choo‘l administrative
and supervisory personnel, principals, and clerical and maintenance
workers.

Senator Moxnare. Sothat the teaching conditions are just part of it.
In addition to that, the teachers aides and other kinds of assistants
were also cut 2

Mrs. Barrert. And I can't speak too strongly about the need for
the teacher aide in the inner-city school. The teacher nide in so many
ways during a day frees the teacher to do the actual job of teaching.

Senator Moxpatr. Right.

Mrs. Barrerr. And in some instances do it on an individial basis.
which is basic to the whole problem. Teacher aides other than those
fanded by Federal programs have been eliminated in some systems and
cuthack drastically in others. The aide is an indispensable asset in the
large urban classroom. The aide works in clerical, custodial, and learn-
ing situations under the teacher’s supervision. The aide frees the teach-
er to work individnally with pupils or with smaller groups of pupils,
and in addition—and this is very important—the aide is a vital liai-
son between the school and the commuinity. Most often we try to draw
those aides from the individual school community at large.

Funds to pay substitute teachers have been efiminated or severely
enrtailed. Yo't cannot leave a class unattended nor can yon send chil-
dren home if the regularteacher is sick.

Revucep HoGrs FOR STUDENTS

_\ rednced mmmber of course hours for secondary pupils, split ses-
sions. and a shortened school year are other ways school systems will
cope with the financial crisis. If the Ohio Legislature does not come up
with relief before adjourning, schools in Dayton will be out of money
and will close abont October 15. They will not reopen until January
when the new fiseal year begins. Chicago pupils will lose 2 weeks.

_Of the systems reporting cuts, 18 have reduced budgets for instruc-
tional materials. In many systems there are both staff and instructional
materials entbacks.

Now, I can dramatize for you the effect of cutbacks in materials. As
a teacher. T have had the experience of walking into my office to regis-
ter and to-indicate that I needed a supply of something as simple as
chalk. Two sticks of chalk were handed to me as my allotment for the
next few days because there was a shortage of instructional supplies.
This happened before this year’s cutback. The incident dramatizes a
little bit, I believe, of what we are talking abont in cutbacks of instruc-
tional materials.

Envcatioy PrograM “Goxk To Por”

May I describe the situation reported in 2 Southern system. President
Nixon has said that Federal funds may not be used for busing. The
Governor of the Sonthern State is setting the same restriction on nse
of State funds. The Supreme Conrt has ordered busing. The funds for
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busing obviously must come from local funds. which will eat up vir-
tunlly all the local resonrces. Hence, there will be no funds for teach-
ing supplics for pu{:icls, except those who are in a Federal program.
The parents cannot be compelled to suplply teaching supplies for their
children who are elementary pupils. Thus, some children will have
supplies and some will not. There will be no teacher nides. The teach-
ers will get no salary increases. The general education program was
described—quite adequately, I wonld t ink—as “gone to pot.™

A system in New England reported that maintenance of school plant
was climinated except for repairs essential to the health and safety
of the pupils.

A western system which is increasing in number of pupils will
increase class size and eliminate teacher aides. The allocation for in-
struction is cut back to the 1966 level despite an increase of 30 per-
cent in costs of these materials since 1966,

I urge you to read the reports from the system which are attached.
Asa teacher, of course, I amshocked and utterly dismayed.

Since 1966, when ESEA went into effect, State and local taxes
have supplied an additional $15.7 Lillion for schools, raising the total
revenue collected from their own tax sources to $39 billion. Over the
same period funds from the Federal Government for public schools
have increased $900 million to a total of $2.9 billion.

It is clear that States and their local school systems cannot continue
their heroic effort to supply additional funds to support the increase
in educational costs. This year, many pupils will get less education
than last year—and far less than they need. The time has come when
a large increase in Federal funds is critically needed to maintain a
reasonable rate of improvement in educational services. The NEA be-
lieves the Federal share should be at least one-third of the cost of pub-
lic schools, and e hope that members of the committec will help us
achieve this goal.

Thank you very much.

Scnator MoxpaLe. Thank you very much for a most useful state-
ment, and particularly for the efforts to which the NEA went to pro-
curo these really dramatic, and indeed heartbreaking figures on the
disastrous cutbacks being visited upon the American school systems
in this country.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CATHARINE BARRETT

I am Catharine Barrett, President-Elect of the National Education Associa-
tion. representing some 1.1 million of the nation's teachers. My classroom teach-
ing position is with the Syracuse City School System in the heart of the city's
lowest income area. 1 appreciate this opportunity to draw this Committee’s
attention to the current fiscal erisis facing onr schools.

With me are Glen Robinson, Director of the NEA Research Division, and
Stanley J. McFarland, Assistant Execnutive Secretary for Government Relations
and Citizenship, We are here to report on a quick survey of the nation’s largest
school systems which we conducted to determine some facts ahout the extent of
the financiol crisis which is undermining the education of our school chiidren.

without reference to many numbers, I would like to describe the kinds of
cutbacks which are taking place this Fear and °vhat they mean in terms of
pupil learning and well-being. If the Committee wishes, Dr. Robinson will follow
me tvith an explanation of how the survey was made. how relinble the informa-
tion 15, how many school systems are cutting different kinds of staff and pro-
grams, and a report on the education manpower situation this year.
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We are also presenting for your information two additional NEA stadfes. The
study entitled School Bond and Budget or Tee Referenda indicates the local
taxpayer's record in voting for bonds to build achools and tax referenda to pay
;be Increasing cos's of public education. About one-half of the referenda are

ailing.

The second stuiy is the NEA's annual survey of Teacker Supply and Demand,
For the first time since World War I1 we have al:aost enough qualified teachers
to provide adequate educational services. It is ironic that in many of our great
city school systems there are not funds forthcoming to malntain even last year's
minimal levels of service.

Now, a box score on the crisis. On Septenber 14 the NEA Research Divicdon
sent telegrams asking the superintendents of 103 school systems, including all
of the largest systems enrolling 50,000 pupils or more and a fesv others if there
were financial cuthacks in staff and school program this year becauve of a
financial erisis. Within fonr days, administeative officers in 63 systems reaponded :
41 systems reporfed some kind of rolibacks taking place because of financial
Himitations; 13 sydems reported a “hold the line™ budget of no cntbacks hut
nn improvements either. Snome of these indicated they would be in crisis by the
cnd of this schonl year or next If additional revenues were not fortheoming; and
D systems reported they had adequate funds to support last Year’s program gng
to make a little ptogress toward improving edneation.

At the ontset 1 want to make the recoord clear that the culprit in these cuibacks
is not the increase in teachers’ salaries. Teachers’ salaries have Indeed gone
up—but at a pace which is just behind, and not ahead of, other professional
workers. both men and women (See table 1).

This is the beginning of the school year. It is confusing enough in notmal
times. These times are abnormal and chaotic. A financial crisis is compounded
by eonrt-ordered integration in many of these systems. Pupils and teachers are
transferred from schools where they expected to be assigned to other schools
for the wortiy purpose of achieving racially halanced classrooms. Some schonl
systems still do not know how many pupils or teachers will actually be nn their
rolis. In two or three states, the state legislatures are still meeting on questions
of rising taxes to increase atate funde for schools.

The 1ast minute regulations of the Department of Agricultnre which rednce
the fnnds awailable for Innches for needy children further complicate the sitna-
tion, throwing the cost back on the local level—where funds do nnt exist.

Then there is the wage-price freeze and the confusion over its application to
teachers’ salaries.

I have no donbt that in some cnmmunities citizens and civie leaders will rally
and find funds to mitigate some of the losses cited here. In others they will nnt—
and the crises will deepen.

Of those school systems polled, 23 cut back a total of 4,338 regular tearhing
rositions. There was one system which indicated cuthacks but was unnble to
give the number. Other systems indicated that a job freeze is in effect. No
vacancles which come up dnring the year will be filled. This means larger clasces,
less individualized instruction, less time to meet the pupils’ needs. Especially
in ghetto schools, time with the individual child is the most important element
in instruction. Thisis when we make him feel important.

As you know, we really get through to many of our so-called slaw Tearners
throngh special programs in art, mnsie, drama, indastrial arts, and physicial
edneation. Pupils who do not achieve quickly in basic subjects frequently achieve
remarkably well here and this success is a key to faster learning in other gnb-
jects. Special teachers for arts, music, drama, Indostrial arts, and physical edu-
cation are not frills. Yet teachers of these subjects were cited as those most
frequently cut.

The numbers of school nurses, psychologists, and guldance counselors wete
flso reduced, as were school administrative and supervisory personnel, prin-
cipalz. and clerieal and maintenance workers.

Teacher aides other than those furzded by federal programs have been elimi-
nated In some systems and ent back drastically in others. The aide is an in-
dispensable asset in the large nrban classroom. The aide works In clerical, cus-
todial., and learning sitnations under the feacher’s supervision. The aide frees
the teacher to work individnally with puptls or with smaller grouns of puplls.
In addition, the alde is a vital 1faison between the school and the commtunity.

Funds to pay substitnie teachers have been eliminated or severely curtailed.
Yon ean not leave a class unattended nor can you send children home if the
regular teacher is sick.
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A reduced number of course hours for secondary pupils, split sesslons, and a
shortened achool yeatr are other ways school systems will cope with the financial
crisis. 1f the Ohio legisiature does not cotne up with relief before adjourning,
schools in Dayton will be out of money and will clo=e about October 15. They will
not reopen until Januars when the new fiscal sear begins, The Dayton pupils will
fose k:mre than two months learning time this year. Chicago pupils will lose two
wee

Of the system reporting cuts, 1S have reduced budgets for Instructionnl ma-
terials. In many systems thete are both staff and instructional materials cutbacks.

May 1 describe the situation reported iu a southern system. President Nixon
has said that federal funds may not be used for busing. The govrzaor of the
southern state Is setting the same restriction on use of staie fund. The Supreme
Court has ondered busing. The funds for busing obviously r...st come from local
funds, which will eat up virtually all the local resources. Hence, there will be
no funda for teaching supplies for pupils, excert those o are in a federal
program. The parents can not be compelled to supply teaching supplies for their
children who are elementary pupils. Thus some children will have stipplies and
some will not. There will be no teacher aldes. The teachers will get no salary
increasea. The gencral education hrogram was described as “gone to pot.”

A system in New England reported that maintenince of school plant was
eliminated except for repairs essential to the health and safety of the pupils.

A western system which is incrvasing in number of pupils will increase class
size and eliminate teacher aides. The allocation for instruction is cut back to
the 1963 level despite an increase of 30%% in costs of these materials since 19686.

I urge you to read the reports from the systems which are attached. As a teacher,
1 am shocked.

Since 1966 when ESEA went into effect, state and local taxes have supplied an
additional £15.7 billion for schools, raising the total revenue collccted from their
own tax sources to £39.0 billion. Over the same period funds from the federal
gti)]vernment for public schools have increased $300 million to a total of $2.9
billion.

1t is clear that states and their local school systems cannot continne their heroic
effort to supply additional funds to support the increase in educational costs.
This year many pupils will get less education than last year—and far less than
they need. The time has come when a large increase in federal funds is critically
needed to maintain a reasgnable rate of improvement in educational services.
The NEA believes the federal share should be at least one-third of the cost of
publie s;:hools. and we hope that members of this Committee will help us achieve
thisyoal.

Senator Moxbare. I have a statement here from Glen Robinson,
Perhaps, in light of this data, yon might comment briefly or read
this statement, whichever you prefer.

Let’s see, on September 14, you sent a wire to these school systems.
How many school systems?

Mr. Rozixsox. There were 113 in all, Senator.

Senator MoxpaLe. One hundred thirteen, and asked the information
as set forth in your statement, ard you received an immediate response
from 63 svstems. That itself is unusual and that’s an expression, too,
of the emergency, isn'tit?

Mr. Romivsox. Yes, especially with the District of Columbia tele-
phone system in our sector bheing out for a morning. We missed a
number of eallson that day, we're sure.

These calls supplying us the data were made mainly cither by the
superintendent or an assistant superintendent or close staff member
who was knowledgeable of the situation at the time.

We wonld like to stress, though, that these data were based on the
facts available at the time and that these conditions can and do change,
<o this was a very quick study.

Senator MovzpaLe. Quick. .

Mr. Roninson. And we would not want to add any more validity
and reliability to the study than is implied with this quick telegram

and telephone response.
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Senator Moxparr. I think you did that at our request

Mr. Roninsox, Yes, we did, Senator.

Senator Moxpare. And we're greatful for it. I think we'll place
the full statement of Dr. Robinson in the record as though read: parts
1. 2, and 3, the tables that set forth your findings, will be found in
the appendix of the record.*

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GLEN ROBINSON

On September 14, the NEA Research Division received the request to “enllect
hard data” on the extent of the financia) crisis in the public schonls, The request
for the information was urgent and needed within a week. That afternoon a
night letter was sen> to superintendents of the K3 Inrgest local schonl systems
enmolling 50.000 or more pupils and 20 additional systems so that the survey would
cover at least one city (either the major system or the capital city) in ench
state. The night letter read as follows:

“Uregently need information for Senate hearings about effects of financially
induced cuthacks in public schools. Disregard cuthacks relnted to enmliment
reductions. Telephone colleet 202/833-5460, 5468 or 5458 before noon Sep-
tember 17.

«“A. Have you had financial cutbacks this school year?

“B, If so to what extent have the following heen reduced: regular tenchers,
suhstitutes, specialized teachers, other professional staff, teacher aldes, teaching
materialg, ete.

“C. Cite outcomes such as larger classes, shortened day, program rednctions,
sorvice reductions, staff reascignment. shortencd year. ete.

“D. Which sources of funds are cut back: federal, state, 1ocal.

“GLEN RoBiNsoy,
Dircctor, NEA Rcscarch Division.”

The response was surprisiug; in only four days we received teleplone call«
from 63 systems. Time was too short to use 2 random sample of schonl systems
or to make follow up calls to school systems which did not phone back. We no
doubt lost some responses as a section of the Washington D.C. telephone system
was blacked ont because of rain on Friday, September 17,

It should be stressed that the information reported here is based on the best
information the school superintendents had at the time they or their staft niem-
bers telephoned us. Some systems did not have final budgets or contracts with
tenchers and other employees at the time of the survey. At least 3 state legisla-
tures are still meeting. Some federal funds, such as school lunch funds, are still
uncertain. The wage-price freeze is uncertain in its application for many teach-
ers and we do not know yet what effect it will have on school finances. You will
note that the survey asks the superintendents to cite cutbacks related to finan-
cinl conditions and not to enrollment reductions which some systems are experi-
encing this fall.

The systems reported here enroll a total of 6 million puplls and employ one-
quarter million teachers or ahout 1 in 8 of the total pupils and teachers in the
public elementary and secondary schools of the nation. They represent largely
metropolitan areas including center city systems such as Boston and Chicago,
and county wide systems, such as Duval County, Florida and Baitimore County,
Marrland. One state system. Hawaii Is included.

The data collected for individual school systems are attached to Mrs. Barrett's
stntement. The following data summarize the kinds of reductions which are
taking place in the 63 school systems reporting:

38 systems reported one or more types of professional staff reductions—class-
room teachers, specialized teachers, and/or other professional stafr.

24 systems reported reductions in the number of regular classroom tenchers
employed. One of the systems had not yet detesmined the number of teaching
position cuts which would be made. A total of 4,388 teaching positions were
eliminated.

8 systems reported reductions in fnnds to hire substitute tenchers.

17 systems reported reductions in the number of speclalized stafl such as
teachers of art, music, reading, drama, industrial arts counsellors, etc

*Qee Part 168D, Appendix 3.
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27 systems reported reductions in other professional staff including principals,
supervisors, and administrators.

19 systems reported reductions in teacher aides.

20 systems reported reductions in allowances for teaching materials.

14 systems reported other types of reductions including secretaries, clerks and
custodians. building and maintenance programs, and miscellaneous activities.

22 systems reported increases in class size.

3 systems reported a shortened school day at the secondary levet.

5 systems reported a shortened scheol year. )
27 systems arc reducing the educational program such as art and mausie, in-

dustrial arts. advanced courses in math, sciences and foreign languages, and

summer school programs. .
9 systems are reducing educational services to pupils and community services,

such as fleld trips, guidance services, community use of the building.

7 systems are reassigning staff such as assistant principals and supervisors as
classroom teachers.

14 systems reported other kinds of reductions—primarily capital outlay such
as new buildings and maintenance af buildings and grounds.

18 systems attributed a part ot this reduction to shortages or cutbacks in

federal programs.

Shortages in local revenucs were mentioned most frequently and many were
associated with loss of local budget, millage, and bond referenda.

Senator Monpark. There is no question but that the Federal Gov-
ernment has been a very poor partner. That fignre, I hiadn’t heard that
one before. Was it 17—the local school districts in the States have
anted up an additional $15 or $16 bililon since Title I was adopted
and all Federal programs for public schools have increased by only
$900 million.

That is, of course, why the percenta%e is actnally dropping and
since the first appropriation was adopted for Title I, which is certainly
a very squalid and unimpressive performance.

T’d like to change the subject just a minute, if I may, because you are
a teacher in a ghetto school.

Mrs. BARRETT. Yes, Sir.

Senator Monpare. And the president-elect of the NEA. You have
lheard our discussion with Julius Hobson, or I gness you came later.

Mrs. Barrerr. I was late coming in.

Senator MoxpaLe. The question is the incentives for good teachers to
stay teaching rather than rise, as it’s thought to be, in the bureaucracy.
Is there not an incentive that often draws many of the better teachers
out of the school classroom into the central city administrative struc-
ture ? Have you found that in your experience ¢

Mrs. Barrerr. Yes, I have found that in my experience. Dut the
fact of the matter is that now, in cities like mine, for many reasons
hoards of education are finding it increasingly difficult to move teach-
ers from the classroom into principalships of buildings. Part of it is
due to the conditions that exist in t%e schools and the feeling of prin-
cipals that they do not have all the support nor the materials nor the
finance to bring about the changes that are necessary to bring about.

Keer ExcerLeNT TEACHERS IN CLASSROOMS

_ Increasingly, too, we find teachers who feel that their commitment
is to the youngsters, and have absolutely no interest in administration,
Higher salaries in administration have been an incentive to leave the
classroom. I think financial incentive should take place at the level at
which the effort is being made. I would hope that we might turn the
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system around somchow so that the teacher in the classroom, who is
an excellent teacher, would not have to move out by veason of money.
I think, if I had. 'mvtlung to do with setting salavies other than to

,b'unmn for them, that I would perhaps give , the highest salary in a

school to the first grade teacher.:I do ¢hink the whole system of atti-
tudes is finally ch'mtrmw there.

Senator Monpary. How many ye'Lrs have. you t'uwht ina frhetto
school ?

Mzs. Bareerr. I have always tmmht in low-income schools {rom
the beginning of my career, which is 35 years plus.

Senator MoxpaLs. How lontr h‘n ¢ you been teaching in this elemen-
tary—is it an elementary school ¢ :

Mr. Barrerr. Always in the clemenf'uy (11V1Slons

Senator Monpare. In Syracuse?’

Mrs. Barrerr. All my experience but 1 year has been in Syracuse,
and I was in the classroom last year, although I’'m on leave this year.

Senator MoxparLe. Have you dealt with chlldren who have been in
Headstart?

Mrs. Barrerr. The length: of time that we have had Headstart in
our city has not been long enough that they have reached me at the
level at which I teach, which is gmde 6.

Senator Monparz. I see. Do you have any impression of whethex
that’s doing any good ? : .

Mis. Bareerr. I think it's domg a t1 emendous amount of ood

Senator Monpare. The teachers dealing with the first and second
grades feel it’s helping 2-

Mrs. BaRrperT. hat’s right. Also, teachers at kindergarten levu,
who are receiving youngsters from IZIeadstart find that those young-
sters are much more reu:dy for school as it operutes than children w ho
do not have the advantage of it.

Cortainly, it’s & program that should be 1mp1 oved and supportcd
more adequately than it is at the moment.

Senetor MonpaLe. Yes. Thank you very much for a most useful
statement. We wish you well in your administration.

Mrs. Barrerr. Thank you very much.

Senator MoNDALE. The commlttee is in recess, sub;pct to the c'xl1 of
the Chair.

(Whercupon, at 12:15 p.n., the Select Commlttee was recessed to
reconvene nt the call of the Chmr ) : .
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